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Agenda

Tuesday, March 12, 2024 | 10am

Online Only meeting:
https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_1acjj69cQo-f_xIEq4xoEw
Call to Order — Chair's Comments

Deputy Executive Director’'s Report

Public Comments on Agenda and Non-Agenda Items

ACTION ITEMS
1. Highlights of the February 6, 2024 RTC Meeting

2. DVRPC Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Actions

Ethan Fogg, Capital Program Coordinator, will present. The dynamic nature of funding
transportation improvements and the need to remain within financial constraint require
amendments or modifications to the TIP on a regular basis. The following projects require
formal TIP modifications or amendments this month for the FY2024 TIP for New Jersey
and/or the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania.

a. PA23-99: North Philadelphia School Zones (RAISE 2023) (MPMS #120993), City of
Philadelphia — Add New Project to the TIP

b. PA23-100: Reconnecting Our Chinatown (RCP 2022) (MPMS #119896), City of
Philadelphia - Add New Project to the TIP

c. PA23-101: US 1 BAT Lanes: Hellerman/Bustleton — Bucks (ARLE) (MPMS #118074),
City of Philadelphia - Add New Project to the TIP

d. PA23-102: Pleasant View Road Bridge (MPMS #92637), Montgomery County - Advance
CON Phase

e. PA23-103: Projects of Significance (MPMS #115472), SEPTA - Add New Federal Funds

f. NJ24-018: Route 47, Grove St. to Route 130, Pavement (DB #12305), Gloucester County
- Increase CON Phase



g. NJ24-019: Route 295/42/1-76, Direct Connection, Contract 4 (DB #355E), Camden
County — Delay and Increase CON Phase

h. NJ24-020: Resurfacing & Safety Improvements to Kings Highway (CR 551) from the
Roundabout To Glen Echo Avenue (CR 538) (DB #D2406), Gloucester County — Add
New Project to the TIP

Adoption of the 2023 Congestion Management Process (CMP)

Tom Edinger, Manager, Regional Congestion Management Program, will present. A
Congestion Management Process (CMP) is a systematic process for managing congestion.
It identifies specific multimodal strategies for all locations in the region to minimize
congestion and enhance the ability of people and goods to reach their destinations. The CMP
advances the goals of DVRPC's Long-Range Plan including reducing congestion and
improving mobility, reliability, multimodal accessibility, safety, and economic vitality.

Adoption of the Updated Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) Goals

Karen Cilurso, Associate Director, Livable Communities, will present. Adopted in 2019,
Growing Greater Philadelphia satisfies the U.S. Economic Development Administration (EDA)
requirement for a regional Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS). To
remain eligible for EDA funding, the goals and objectives must be evaluated every five years.
This presentation will highlight the update process, post COVID economic trends, and the
updated goal statements.

Memorandum of Understanding with Pottstown Area Rapid Transit

Michael Boyer, Director of Regional Planning, will present. At the direction of the Federal
Transit Administration, DVRPC and the Borough of Pottstown, which owns and administers
Pottstown Area Rapid Transit, have developed a Memorandum of Understanding that
outlines how the two entities will carry out transportation planning and programming activities.

FY2024 Work Program Amendment: West Windsor Township Travel Model

Matt Gates, Associate Director, Travel Trends and Forecasts, will present. West Windsor
Township (Mercer County) NJ and their consultant (Arora Associates) requested DVRPC
prepare a customized version of its regional travel demand model suitable for traffic impact
analysis in the township. DVRPC will create this travel model by modifying its current regional
travel demand model (TIM2.5.1) by creating a SubNetwork that includes only Mercer County,
NJ and portions of Middlesex and Monmouth counties adjacent to West Windsor Township.

PRESENTATION ITEMS

7.

Voices of Environmental Justice Communities

Jaclyn Davis, Manager, Office of Long-Range Planning, will present. In preparation for an
updated long-range plan and associated region-wide environmental justice (EJ) analysis,
DVRPC staff sought to engage members of these communities to understand their needs
and perceptions of various transportation projects. The process and findings from four focus
group discussions with low-income and racial and ethnic minority populations held in July and
August of 2023 will be presented. Findings are informing project-level analysis, region-wide
system-level analysis, and project candidates for inclusion in the Plan. See
https://www.dvrpc.org/products/24128 for the full report.


https://www.dvrpc.org/products/24128

8. Vision Zero: Hunting Park

Kelsey McEIlduff, Principal Transportation Engineer, DVRPC, and Lydia Kenselaar, Philadelphia
Office of Transportation, Infrastructure and Sustainability (OTIS), will share how they engaged
stakeholders and the community to identify safety concerns and develop recommendations
to improve the Hunting Park Avenue corridor, an important arterial corridor serving numerous
communities in North Philadelphia.

DISCUSSION ITEMS
9. IIJA Update

An update on IIJA funding opportunities and coordination activities will be provided.

10. One Minute Reports

RTC Members and guests will be invited to provide updates on the activities of their
agencies.

Old Business and New Business

11. Meeting Adjournment

The next scheduled meeting of the RTC is Tuesday, April 9, 2024, planned for in
person/hybrid.



DELAWARE VALLEY R E G l O N A L
ﬂld R I ‘ TECHNICAL
EEAGN'N"IRQLCOMM.SS.ON COMMITTEE

[ MEETING MATERIALS ]

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE
February 6, 2024 Meeting Highlights
This Meeting was Hybrid

Public Comment on Any Agenda and Non-Agenda ltems

No public comments were stated.

RTC AGENDA ITEMS

1. Highlights of the January 9, 2024 RTC Meeting

The highlights from the January 9, 2024 meeting of the RTC were presented for adoption.

Motion: by Matt Edmond seconded by Nick Cressman that the RTC adopt
the highlights of the January 9, 2024 RTC meeting.

Motion passed. All votes were cast in favor of the motion.

2a. PA23-94: 1-95 BS5: Delaware Avenue Extension (MPMS #103563), City of
Philadelphia — Cashflow CON Phase

The RTC recommends:

Board approval of TIP Action PA23-94, PennDOT'’s request that DVRPC amend the
FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by cash flowing $9,642,000 ($7,714,000 NHPP/$1,928,000
State 581) of the Construction (CON) Phase funding for the Delaware Avenue Extension
(MPMS #103563) project from FY2024 to FY2027.

2b. PA23-95: Roosevelt Boulevard over Wayne Junction (MPMS #83736), City of
Philadelphia — Increase CON Phase

The RTC recommends:

Board approval of TIP Action PA23-95, PennDOT'’s request that DVRPC amend the
FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by increasing the Construction (CON) Phase of the

1
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Roosevelt Boulevard over Wayne Junction (MPMS #83736) project by $19,715,000
(FY24: $12,714,000 ($10,000,000 NHPP/$2,714,000 State 581) and FY25: ($7,001,000
($5,601,000 NHPP/$1,400,000 State 581).

Motion for 2a and 2b by Jonathan Korus, seconded by Mason Austin that
the RTC recommend the Board approve the TIP actions.

Motion passed. All votes were cast in favor of the motion.

2c. PA23-96: US 202 and PA 29 Sinkhole Remediation (MPMS #107175), Various
Counties — Add New Project to the TIP

The RTC recommends:

Board approval of of TIP Action PA23-96, PennDOT’s request that DVRPC amend the
FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania adding a new project to the TIP, US 202 and PA 29
Sinkhole Remediation (MPMS #107175) in the amount of $13,500,000 programmed as
follows: $1,500,000 State 581 funds for the Preliminary Engineering (PE) Phase in FY24
and $12,000,000 STU for the Construction (CON) Phase in FY24.

2d.PA23-97: Ridge Pike: School Lane to Belvoir Road/Interchange Area Bridges
(MPMS #110444), Montgomery County — Cashflow CON Phase

The RTC recommends:

Board approval of TIP Action PA23-97, PennDOT’s request that DVRPC amend the
FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by cash flowing $19,259,000 ($7,907,000 STP/$7,500,000
STU/$2,889,000 State 183/$935,000 LOC) of the Construction (CON) Phase funding for
the Ridge Pike: School Lane to Belvoir Road/Interchange Area Bridges (MPMS #110444)
project from FY2024 to FY2025 through FY2031 programmed as follows:

e $1,250,000 ($1,000,000 STU/$187,000 State 183/$63,000 LOC) in FY25

e $2,500,000 ($2,000,000 STU/$375,000 State 183/$125,000 LOC) in FY26

e $4,375,000 ($2,000,000 STP/$1,500,000 STU/$656,000 State 183/$219,000 LOC)
in FY27

e $2,500,000 ($1,500,000 STP/$500,000 STU/$375,000 State 183/$125,000 LOC) in
FY28

e $2,500,000 ($2,000,000 STP/$375,000 State 183/$125,000 LOC) in FY29

e $5,625,000 ($2,000,000 STP/$2,500,000 STU/$844,000 State 183/$281,000 LOC)
in FY30

e $509,000 ($407,000 STP/$77,000 State 183/$25,000 LOC) in FY31.
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Motion for 2c and 2d by Jonathan Korus, seconded by Donna Rendeiro that
the RTC recommend the Board approve the TIP actions.

Motion passed. All votes were cast in favor of the motion.

3. Adoption of Regional Safety Targets Update to Satisfy MPO Requirements Under
the Federal Transportation Performance Management (TPM) Process

The RTC recommends:

Board adoption of the regional safety targets update and to agree to plan and program
projects that contribute toward meeting or exceeding the targets.

Motion: by Donna Rendeiro, seconded by Nick Baker that the RTC
recommend Board approval of the Regional Safety Targets.

Motion passed. All votes were cast in favor of the motion.

4. FY 2024 Work Program Amendments - CRRSAA Funding

The RTC recommends:

That the Board amend the FY24 UPWP by adding two CRRSAA funded projects:
Pproject 23-23-100: Support for Implementation of RAISE Award for Construction of
Camden County LINK Trail for $400,000, and Project 23-62-400: New Jersey Local
Concept Development: Dinosaur Trail, Gloucester County for $700,000.

Motion for both: by Matt Lawson, seconded by Nick Cressman that the RTC
recommend Board approval of these work program amendments.

Motion passed. All votes were cast in favor of the motion.

5. Urban Land Institute Technical Assistance Panel Overview

6. Pennsylvania $5 Vehicle Registration Surcharge - Discussion on Uses of
Collected Revenue for Local Transportation Projects

7. 1JA Updates

The next scheduled meeting of the RTC is Tuesday, March 12, 2023, planned for all
virtual.
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ATTENDANCE

Voting Members

NJ Department of Transportation

NJ Department of Environmental Protection
NJ Department of Community Affairs

NJ Governor’'s Appointee

NJ Office for Planning Advocacy

PA Department of Community and Economic Development
PA Department of Environmental Protection
PA Department of Transportation

PA Governor’s Appointee

PA Governor’s Policy Office

Bucks County

Burlington County

Camden County

Chester County

Delaware County

Gloucester County

Mercer County

Montgomery County

City of Philadelphia — City Planning Commission
City of Philadelphia — Department of Streets
City of Philadelphia — OTIS

City of Camden

City of Chester

City of Trenton

Delaware River Port Authority

New Jersey Transit Corporation

Port Authority Transit Corporation
Southeastern PA Transportation Authority
Public Participation Task Force

Public Participation Task Force

Public Participation Task Force

Non-Voting Members

Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission
Delaware Valley Goods Movement Task Force
Federal Highway Administration - NJ Division
Federal Highway Administration - PA Division
Federal Transit Administration - Region Il
Greater Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce
NJ Turnpike Authority

New Jersey TMAs

Pennsylvania TMAs

Pennsylvania TMAs

Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission
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Representative
Andrew Clark
(not represented)
Keith Henderson
(not represented)
Donna Rendeiro
(not represented)
Sachin Shankar
David Alas
Jonathan Korus
(not represented)
Richard Brahler
Tom Stanuikynas
(not represented)
Brian Styche

Lou Hufnagle
Nick Cressman
Matthew Lawson
Matt Edmond
Mason Austin
Nick Baker
Kelley Yemen
June Morton

(not represented)
Michael Kolber
Jalila Parker
Michael Swan
(not represented)
Kellie Bellina
Lee Wolfe

Bill Matulewicz
Eva Hayes
Representative
(not represented)
(not represented)
Jason Simmons
(not represented)
(not represented)
(not represented)
Rosemary Nivar
Ronda Urkowitz

Jacqui Baxter — Rollins

Tracy Barusevicius
(not represented)
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Phila Port (not represented)
Pottstown Urban Transit (not represented)
Select Greater Philadelphia (not represented)
South Jersey Port Corporation (not represented)
South Jersey Transportation Authority (not represented)
Transportation Operations Task Force (not represented)
US EPA - Region I (not represented)
US EPA - Region Il (not represented)
US Department of Housing and Urban Development (not represented)

Other Member Representatives and Guests

Chester County Patty Quinn

City of Philadelphia Streets Department David Kanthor
City of Philadelphia Streets Department Meryl Klein
Burlington County Carol Ann Thomas
Delaware County Gina Burritt
Gloucester County Bill Fleming
Gloucester County Jackie Huston
Mercer County Jason Mildenburg
Montgomery County Matt Popek
Montgomery County Bill Hartman
PennDOT Nyomi Evans
PennLaw Connor Henderson
ULI Kevin Moran

ULl Christina Chavez
DVRPC PPTF Judith Fagan

DVRPC Staff
Patty Elkis

Ariella Maron
Alyssa Driscoll
Elise Turner
Renee Wise
Wideline Desir
Alison Hastings
Shoshana Akins
Najah Jackson
Shawn Megil Legendre
Ethan Fogg
Alyson Dressman
Amy Solano
Matthew Galenas
Jesse Buerk
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Richard Murphy
Karin Morris
Derek Lomardi
Gregory Diebold
Betsy Mastaglio
Greg Krykewycz
Vanessa Doan
Mike Boyer
Rebecca Wetzler
Meijun Liu
Christorpher Mulroy
Russell Livolsi
Tom Edinger
Eva Pilchta

Brad Lane

Stacy Bartels
Jason Crouch
Glenn McNichol
Brett Fusco

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 meeting. Requests made within
seven days 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 call (215)
238-2871 or email.


http://www.dvrpc.org/
http://www.dvrpc.org/
http://www.dvrpc.org/

2200800006

P g

190 N Independence Mall West, 8th Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19106-1520
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www.dvrpc.org/TIP

ConnectWithUs! 1 |V |© @ |

Transportation
Improvement /
: 1

i,

Program /“F\s& y*

DELAWARE VALLEY

edvrpc

REGIONAL
PLANNING COMMISSION




TIP Actions for March 2024

The following projects require formal TIP modifications or amendments this month for
the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania and/or FY2024 TIP for New Jersey. Attached is the
Action statement (“Pink Sheet”) for the project followed by the TIP “Before/After”
description page and supporting documentation, such as request letters, and maps, as
needed. Towards the end of the package in a separate section are financial constraint
charts and any other information that may be helpful to you as you review this package.

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

9)

h)

PA23-99: North Philadelphia School Zones (RAISE 2023) (MPMS #120993),
City of Philadelphia — Add New Project to the TIP

PA23-100: Reconnecting Our Chinatown (RCP 2022) (MPMS #119896), City
of Philadelphia - Add New Project to the TIP

PA23-101: US 1 BAT Lanes: Hellerman/Bustleton — Bucks (ARLE) (MPMS
#118074), City of Philadelphia - Add New Project to the TIP

PA23-102: Pleasant View Road Bridge (MPMS #92637), Montgomery County
- Advance CON Phase

PA23-103: Projects of Significance (MPMS #115472), SEPTA - Add New
Federal Funds

NJ24-018: Route 47, Grove St. to Route 130, Pavement (DB #12305),
Gloucester County — Increase CON Phase

NJ24-019: Route 295/42/1-76, Direct Connection, Contract 4 (DB #355E),
Camden County — Delay and Increase CON Phase

NJ24-020: Resurfacing & Safety Improvements to Kings Highway (CR 551)
from the Roundabout To Glen Echo Avenue (CR 538) (DB #D2406),
Gloucester County — Add New Project to the TIP

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

PLEASE NOTE THAT THERE ARE ALSO NJDOT, PENNDOT, AND DVRPC LOCAL
ADMINISTRATIVE AND/OR INFORMATIONAL ACTIONS INCLUDED FOR YOUR
INFORMATION AT THE END OF THE PACKET IN THE “FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHARTS”
SECTION.



ACTION ITEM Date Prepared: March 1, 2024

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE SUMMARY SHEET

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING

MARCH 12, 2024

Agenda ltem:

2a. PA23-99: North Philadelphia School Zones (RAISE 2023) (MPMS #120993),
City of Philadelphia — Add New Project to the TIP

Background/Analysis/Issues:

PennDOT and the City of Philadelphia have requested that DVRPC amend the
FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by adding a new project to the TIP, North Philadelphia
School Zones (MPMS #120993) in the amount of $29,000,000 programmed as
follows: $1,119,000 Local funds for the Preliminary Engineering (PE) Phase in FY24,
$1,119,000 Local funds for the Final Design (FD) Phase in FY25, and $26,762,000
($25,000,000 RAISE/$1,762,000 LOC) for the Construction (CON) Phase in FY26.
$10 of federal funds have also been added to allow PennDOT to process a 4232 and
establish an end date for the project. This allows the City to start design and receive
credit towards their local match. The RAISE and Local funds are additional to the
region and are outside the Core Funding distributions.

This project was awarded a 2023 Rebuilding American Infrastructure with
Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) federal discretionary grant in June of 2023. The
project includes constructing multimodal safety, accessibility, and mobility
improvements, or "Slow Zones," around six schools in the City of Philadelphia. The
work includes improvements such as raised crosswalks at Neighborhood Slow Zone
gateways, redesigned Slow Zone advisory signage for drivers entering Slow Zone
limits, concrete curb extensions in place of painted corner clearances at key
community locations and at hazardous crossings, installation of Continental
crosswalks in place of several standard crosswalks, and new ADA ramps at multiple
locations. The project will also implement state-of-good repair upgrades such as
resurfacing streets, upgrading traffic signals and communications, and constructing
ADA-compliant curb ramps.



Located in North Philadelphia, the proposed work seeks to address high crash rates
within the project area by implementing Slow Zones. From 2017 — 2021, there were
418 crashes in the project area, resulting in 156 injuries and three fatalities.
Furthermore, the selected schools scored among the top ten highest schools on the
City’s School Stress Index, which determines school stress based on the number,
frequency, and severity of vehicular, pedestrian, and bike injuries; proximity to the
City’s High Injury Network; scoring high on the City’s Litter Index; the number of
households in poverty; number of narcotics-related crime incidents; and health
indicators including high rates of asthma, diabetes, and obesity.

The proposed work is part of the City’s Neighborhood Slow Zone Program, which
brings posted speed limits down to 20 MPH and installs traffic calming throughout an
entire zone of residential streets. Informed by FHWA'’s Proven Safety
Countermeasures and a robust community engagement process, the improvements
proposed for this project aim to improve health and safety in Philadelphia by
increasing the number of students walking and bicycling to school, decreasing the
likelihood of injuries and fatalities and, ultimately, improving equitable access to
opportunity.

Financial Constraint:

Financial constraint will be maintained as these funds are additional to the region.

Conformity Finding:

The TIP's current conformity finding will not be impacted by this amendment as this
project is exempt from air quality analysis.

Cost and Source of Funds:
$29,000,000 ($25,000,000 RAISE/$4,000,000 LOC)

Date Action Required:

March 12, 2024

Recommendations:

RTC — Will make recommendations at the March 12, 2024 RTC Meeting.

Staff - Recommends approval.



Action Proposed:

That the Regional Technical Committee recommends Board approval of TIP Action
PA23-99, PennDOT and the City of Philadelphia’s request that DVRPC amend the
FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by adding a new project to the TIP, North Philadelphia
School Zones (MPMS #120993) in the amount of $29,000,000 programmed as
follows: $1,119,000 Local funds for the Preliminary Engineering (PE) Phase in FY24,
$1,119,000 Local funds for the Final Design (FD) Phase in FY25, and $26,762,000
($25,000,000 RAISE/$1,762,000 LOC) for the Construction (CON) Phase in FY26.

Staff Contact:
Travis Spotts

Attachments:

1. PennDOT FCC #119
2. Project Location Map



DVRPC FY2023-2026 TIP for PA Action: PA23-99

Pennsylvania - Highway and Transit Program

Philadelphia

MPMS# 120993 North Philadelphia School Zones

AQ Code S6 LIMITS:
Latitude: MUNICIPALITIES: Philadelphia City
Longitude: Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvement PROJ MANG: AECOM/P. Schultes

The project includes constructing multimodal safety, accessibility, and mobility improvements, or "Slow Zones," around six schools in the
City of Philadelphia. The work includes improvements such as raised crosswalks at Neighborhood Slow Zone gateways, redesigned Slow
Zone advisory signage for drivers entering Slow Zone limits, concrete curb extensions in place of painted corner clearances at key
community locations and at hazardous crossings, installation of Continental crosswalks in place of several standard crosswalks, and new
ADA ramps at multiple locations. The project will also implement state-of-good repair upgrades such as resurfacing streets, upgrading
traffic signals and communications, and constructing ADA-compliant curb ramps.

Summary of Action:

Action to amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by adding a new project to the TIP, North Philadelphia School Zones (MPMS #120993)
in the amount of $29,000,000 programmed as follows: $1,119,000 Local funds for the Preliminary Engineering (PE) Phase in FY24,
$1,119,000 Local funds for the Final Design (FD) Phase in FY25, and $26,762,000 ($25,000,000 RAISE/$1,762,000 LOC) for the
Construction (CON) Phase in FY26.

The proposed action will add a new project to the TIP

After Proposed Action

TIP Program Years ($ 000)

Phase Fund EY2023 FY2024 FEY2025 FEY2026 EY2027 FY2028 EY2029 FEY2030 || EY2031 FY2032 FY2033 FY2034
PE LOC 1,119
FD LOC 1,119
CON  RAISE 25,000
CON  LOC 1,762

0 1,119 1,119 26,762 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total FY2023-2026 29,000 Total FY2027-2030 0 Total FY2031-2034 0

3/1/2024



PA23-99: North Philadelphia School Zones (RAISE 2023)
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ACTION ITEM Date Prepared: February 29, 2024

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE SUMMARY SHEET

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING

MARCH 12, 2024

Agenda ltem:

2b. PA23-100: Reconnecting Our Chinatown (RCP 2022) (MPMS #119896). City of
Philadelphia — Add New Project to the TIP

Background/Analysis/Issues:

PennDOT and the City of Philadelphia have requested that DVRPC amend the
FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by adding a new project to the TIP, Reconnecting Our
Chinatown (RCP 2022) (MPMS #119896) in the amount of $4,055,000 ($1,805,000
RCP/$600,000 State 581D/$1,650,000 LOC) for the Study Phase in FY24. Please
note that State matching funds are provided from the Statewide Reserve. RCP, State,
and Local funds are additional to the region and are outside the Core Funding
distributions.

This project was awarded a 2022 Reconnecting Communities and Neighborhoods
(RCP) federal discretionary grant in February, 2023. Funds will be used to study how
to reconnect Chinatown across the Vine Street Expressway (I-676) through
community capacity building and engagement, planning and feasibility activities,
preliminary engineering and design studies that support the environmental review, and
the development of an Equitable Outcomes Action Plan. The City will explore the
feasibility of constructing a cap to reconnect Chinatown and restore community
connectivity, support sustainable transit options, and improve community quality of life.

Founded in 1871, Philadelphia’s Chinatown grew steadily to consist of a vibrant,
family-oriented community with churches, businesses, and a myriad of other social
and cultural institutions. In the 1960’s, construction of the Vine Street Expressway, a
six-lane below-grade Interstate flanked by service roads, cut through central
Chinatown. The Interstate’s construction has led to persistent quality-of-life challenges
for the neighborhood. For example, Chinatown’s current poverty rate is 32%.



The City of Philadelphia recognizes the harm done by the creation of this facility and

has developed a detailed plan for engaging with community members throughout the
project, along with current partnerships with community groups, government bodies,

and local businesses.

Financial Constraint:

Financial constraint will be maintained as these funds are additional to the region.

Conformity Finding:

The TIP's current conformity finding will not be impacted by this amendment as this
project is exempt from air quality analysis.

Cost and Source of Funds:

$4,055,000 ($1,805,000 RCP/$600,000 State 581D/$1,650,000 LOC)

Date Action Required:

March 12, 2024

Recommendations:

RTC — Will make recommendations at the March 12, 2024 RTC Meeting.
Staff — Recommends approval.

Action Proposed:

That the Regional Technical Committee recommends Board approval of TIP Action
PA23-100, PennDOT and the City of Philadelphia’s request that DVRPC amend the
FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by adding a new project to the TIP, Reconnecting Our
Chinatown (RCP 20220) (MPMS #119896) in the amount of $4,055,000 ($1,805,000
RCP/$600,000 State 581D/$1,650,000 LOC) for the Study Phase in FY24.

Staff Contact:
Travis Spotts

Attachments:

1. PennDOT Statewide FCC



Action: PA23-100

DVRPC FY2023-2026 TIP for PA

Pennsylvania - Highway and Transit Program

Philadelphia

MPMS# 119896 Reconnecting Our Chinatown

AQ Code X1 LIMITS:
Latitude: MUNICIPALITIES: Philadelphia City
Longitude: Other PROJ MANG: EE/DVRPC/J. Banks

This project was awarded a 2022 Reconnecting Communities and Neighborhoods (RCP) federal discretionary grant in February, 2023.
Funds will be used to study how to reconnect Chinatown across the Vine Street Expressway (I-676) through community capacity building
and engagement, planning and feasibility activities, preliminary engineering and design studies that support the environmental review, and
the development of an Equitable Outcomes Action Plan. The City will explore the feasibility of constructing a cap to reconnect Chinatown
and restore community connectivity, support sustainable transit options, and improve community quality of life.

Summary of Action:
Action to amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by adding a new project to the TIP, Reconnecting Our Chinatown (RCP 2022) (MPMS
#119896) in the amount of $4,055,000 ($1,805,000 RCP/$600,000 State 581D/$1,650,000 LOC) for the Study Phase in FY24.

The proposed action will add a new project to the TIP

After Proposed Action

TIP Program Years ($ 000)
Phase Fund EY2023 EY2024 EY2025 FEY2026 EY2027 EY2028 EY2029 FEY2030 || EY2031 FY2032 FY2033 FEY2034
STUD RCP 1,805
STUD 581D 600
STUD LOC 1,650
0 4,055 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total FY2023-2026 4,055 Total FY2027-2030 Total FY2031-2034 0

3/1/2024



ACTION ITEM Date Prepared: February 29, 2024

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE SUMMARY SHEET

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING

MARCH 12, 2024

Agenda ltem:

2c. PA23-101: US 1 BAT Lanes: Hellerman/Bustleton (ARLE) - Bucks (MPMS
#118074), City of Philadelphia — Add New Project to the TIP

Background/Analysis/Issues:

PennDOT has requested that DVRPC amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by
adding a new project to the TIP, US 1 BAT Lanes: Hellerman/Bustleton - Bucks
(MPMS #118074) in the amount of $3,100,000 programmed as follows: $1,000,000
State 244 funds for the Preliminary Engineering (PE) Phase in FY24, $300,000 State
244 funds for the Final Design (FD) Phase in FY24, and $1,700,000 for the
Construction (CON) Phase in FY25. These are additional funds to the region and are
outside the Core Funding distributions.

The purpose of the project is to improve safety along US 1 (Roosevelt Boulevard) by
converting an existing travel lane to a Business Access and Transit (BAT) lane. Traffic
signal timing changes to improve traffic flow and turning movement restrictions will be
implemented throughout the project area, as well as data collection and traffic
modeling for future work. A new traffic signal will be installed at the intersection of US
1 and Woodhaven Road. No additional travel lanes or pavement will be added as part
of this project. BAT lanes will be installed on US 1 Northbound from Bustleton Avenue
to the Bucks County line and US 1 Southbound from the Bucks County line to
Hellerman Street.

This project was identified in the Roosevelt Boulevard Route for Change study. It is
being counted towards the City’s required match for the MEGA grant funded projects
of US 1: Broad Street - Adams Avenue (MPMS #119822) and US 1: Adams Avenue -
Old Lincoln Highway (MPMS #119836.) This project is also a break out of the
Roosevelt Boulevard Crossover Lanes project (MPMS #114173.) The crossover
project was a precursor to the implementation of BAT lanes on the Boulevard.



Financial Constraint:

Financial constraint will be maintained as these funds are additional to the region.

Conformity Finding:

The TIP's current conformity finding will not be impacted by this amendment because
this project will be included in subsequent regional emissions analysis as required by
the current conformity rule.
Cost and Source of Funds:

$3,100,000 State 244

Date Action Required:

March 12, 2024

Recommendations:

RTC — Will make recommendations at the March 12, 2024 RTC Meeting.
Staff - Recommends approval.

Action Proposed:

That the Regional Technical Committee recommends Board approval of TIP Action
PA23-101, PennDOT'’s request that DVRPC amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania
by adding a new project to the TIP, US 1 BAT Lanes: Hellerman/Bustleton - Bucks
(MPMS #118074) in the amount of $3,100,000 programmed as follows: $1,000,000
State 244 funds for the Preliminary Engineering (PE) Phase in FY24, $300,000 State
244 funds for the Final Design (FD) Phase in FY24, and $1,700,000 for the
Construction (CON) Phase in FY25.

Staff Contact:

Travis Spotts

Attachments:

1. PennDOT Statewide FCC
2. Project Location Map



DVRPC FY2023-2026 TIP for PA Action: PA23-101

Pennsylvania - Highway and Transit Program

Philadelphia

MPMS# 118074 US 1 BAT Lanes: Hellerman/Bustleton - Bucks

AQ Code S6 LIMITS:
Latitude: MUNICIPALITIES: Philadelphia City

Longitude: Streetscape PROJ MANG: Gannett/A. Harper

Project will improve safety along US 1 (Roosevelt Boulevard) by converting an existing travel lane to a Business Access and Transit (BAT)
lane. Traffic signal timing changes to improve traffic flow and turning movement restrictions will be implemented throughout the project
area, as well as data collection and traffic modeling for future work. A new traffic signal will be installed at the intersection of US 1 and
Woodhaven Road. No additional travel lanes or pavement will be added as part of this project. BAT lanes will be installed on US 1
Northbound from Bustleton Avenue to the Bucks County line and US 1 Southbound from the Bucks County line to Hellerman Street.

Summary of Action:

Action to amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by adding a new project to the TIP, US 1 BAT Lanes: Hellerman/Bustleton - Bucks
(MPMS #118074) in the amount of $3,100,000 programmed as follows: $1,000,000 State 244 funds for the Preliminary Engineering (PE)
Phase in FY24, $300,000 State 244 funds for the Final Design (FD) Phase in FY24, and $1,700,000 for the Construction (CON) Phase in
FY25.

The proposed action will add a new project to the TIP

After Proposed Action

TIP Program Years ($ 000)
Phase Fund FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028 FY2029 FY2030 || EY2031 FY2032 FY2033 FY2034
PE 244 1,100
FD 244 300
CON 244 1,700
0 3,100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total FY2023-2026 3,100 Total FY2027-2030 0 Total FY2031-2034 0

3/1/2024
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ACTION ITEM Date Prepared: March 1, 2024

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE SUMMARY SHEET

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING

MARCH 12, 2024

Agenda ltem:

2d. PA23-102: Pleasant View Road over Sanatoga Creek (MPMS #92637).

Montgomery County — Advance Construction Phase

Background/Analysis/Issues:

PennDOT has requested that DVRPC amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by
advancing the Construction (CON) Phase funding and federalizing the Pleasant View
Road over Sanatoga Creek (MPMS #92637) project from outside the 4-year program
into FY24, and increasing the funding by $1,000,000 BOF to a total of $3,250,000
BOF for CON in FY24.

This project is for the replacement of the State Route (SR) 4028 (Pleasant View Road)
bridge over Sanatoga Creek in Lower Pottsgrove Township, Montgomery County. The
Pleasant View Road over Sanatoga Creek bridge is in poor condition and has
significant safety concerns as well as an inadequate turning radius for trucks.

Environmental, Right-of-Way, and Utility clearances have been obtained for the
project and the bid package is in final preparation for advertisement. If this bridge
replacement is not completed on a priority basis, the bridge may be downgraded in
rating, resulting in posting of load limits. The majority of the cost increase is due to
inflation in construction pricing since the previous cost estimate. In addition, several
items were added to the scope related to dismantling and resetting of masonry walls.
Partially grouted riprap was also added to the project. Finally, PECO gas installation is
being incorporated into the project.

Financial Constraint:

Financial constraint will be maintained by adjusting other existing TIP projects whose
schedules or costs have changed. The attached fiscal constraint charts provided by
PennDOT show all of the adjustments



Conformity Finding:

The TIP's current conformity finding will not be impacted by this amendment as this
project is exempt from air quality analysis.

Cost and Source of Funds:

$3,325,000 BOF

Date Action Required:

March 12, 2024

Recommendations:

RTC — Will make recommendations at the March 12, 2024 RTC Meeting.
Staff - Recommends approval.

Action Proposed:

That the Regional Technical Committee recommends Board approval of TIP Action
PA23-102, PennDOT's request that DVRPC amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania
by advancing the Construction (CON) Phase funding and federalizing the Pleasant
View Road over Sanatoga Creek (MPMS #92637) project from outside the 4-year
program into FY24, and increasing the funding by $1,000,000 BOF to a total of
$3,250,000 BOF for CON in FY24.

Staff Contact:
Travis Spotts

Attachments:

1. PennDOT FCC #122
2. Project Location Map



DVRPC FY2023-2026 TIP for PA Action: PA23-102

Pennsylvania - Highway and Transit Program

Montgomery

MPMS# 92637 Pleasant View Rd/Sanatoga (Bridge)

AQ Code S19 LIMITS: North of Linfield Rd and South of Sanatoga Station Rd over Sanatago Crk on Pleasant View Rd
Latitude: MUNICIPALITIES Lower Pottsgrove Township
Longitude: Bridge Repair/Replacement PROJ MANG: HNTBIN. Velaga

This project involves rehabilitating or replacing the Bridge at Pleasant View Road over Sanatoga Creek. The improvement is a breakout of
MPMS #88706 for Bridge Rehabilitation in order to process federal authorization.

A final alternative for bridge rehabilitation or replacement is determined upon federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) or state
Categorical Exclusion clearance.

Summary of Action:

Action to amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by advancing the Construction (CON) Phase funding, and federalizing the Pleasant
View Road over Sanatoga Creek (MPMS #92637) project from outside the 4-year program into FY24, and increasing the funding by
$1,000,000 BOF, to a total of $3,250,000 BOF for CON in FY24.

Before Proposed Action

TIP Program Years ($ 000)

Phase Fund FY2023 FY2024 EY2025 FEY2026 EY2027 FEY2028 EY2029 FEY2030 || EY2031 FEY2032 FY2033 FY2034
FD 185 225
ROW 185 50
uTL 185 225
CON  BRIP 2,250

0 500 0 0 0 0 2250 0 0 0 0 0

Total FY2023-2026 500 Total FY2027-2030 2,250 Total FY2031-2034 0

After Proposed Action

TIP Program Years ($ 000)

Phase Fund EY2023 FY2024 EY2025 FEY2026 EY2027 EY2028 EY2029 EY2030 || EY2031 FEY2032 EY2033 FY2034
FD 185 225
ROW 185 50
uTL 185 225
CON  BOF 3,250

0 3,750 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total FY2023-2026 3,750 Total FY2027-2030 0 Total FY2031-2034 0

2/29/2024
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ACTION ITEM Date Prepared: March 1, 2024

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE SUMMARY SHEET

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING

MARCH 12, 2024

Agenda ltem:

2e. PA23-103: Projects of Significance (MPMS #115472), SEPTA — Add New
Federal Funds

Background/Analysis/Issues:

SEPTA has requested that DVRPC amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by
adding new federal grant funds to the Projects of Significance Program (MPMS
#115472) for the Market Frankford Vehicle Replacement Project, in the amount of
$317,160,000 for the Engineering/Right-of-Way/Construction (ERC) Phase,
programmed as follows: $48,453,000 Rail Vehicle Replacement (RVR) funds in FY24,
$134,757,000 RVR in FY25, and $133,950,000 RVR in FY26.

This project will purchase modern trainsets to replace the aging Market-Frankford Line
M-4 Railcars. The current fleet of M-4 cars, some showing the wear of 25 years on the
tracks with structural cracks and increasing maintenance challenges, will make way
for the efficient M-5 models. The project encompasses not only the acquisition of the
M-5 cars but also the installation of a new signal system and track improvements.
Included within the budget of this project is vehicle specification development, as well
as signal system and other infrastructure improvements needed to enhance
operational efficiency of the new railcars. These enhancements are crucial for
reducing delays and ensuring a smoother, more dependable service for Philadelphia’s
busiest transit line.

On February 16, 2024, it was announced that SEPTA received a $317,000,000 award
from the FTA Rail Vehicle Replacement Grant Program funded via the Infrastructure
Investment and Jobs Act. This represents the largest single grant award in SEPTA’s
history. With an estimated project cost between $700-800 million, the federal grant
covers a significant portion of the Market Frankford Vehicle Replacement Project.



Financial Constraint:

Financial constraint will be maintained as these are additional and external funds to
DVRPC'’s Core funding.

Conformity Finding:

The TIP's current conformity finding will not be impacted by this amendment
as this project is exempt from air quality analysis.

Cost and Source of Funds:

$317,160,000 RVR

Date Action Required:

March 12, 2024

Recommendations:

RTC — Will make recommendations at the March 12, 2024 RTC Meeting.

Staff - Recommends approval.

Action Proposed:

That the Regional Technical Committee recommends Board approval of TIP Action
PA23-103, SEPTA’s request that DVRPC amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by
adding new federal grant funds to the Projects of Significance Program (MPMS
#115472) for the Market Frankford Vehicle Replacement Project, in the amount of
$317,160,000 for the Engineering/Right-of-Way/Construction (ERC) Phase,
programmed as follows: $48,453,000 RVR in FY24, $134,757,000 RVR in FY25, and
$133,950,000 RVR in FY26.

Staff Contact:
Travis Spotts

Attachments:

1. SEPTA FCC
2. SEPTA Request Letter



DVRPC FY2023-2026 TIP for PA Action: PA23-103

Pennsylvania - Highway and Transit Program

SEPTA

MPMS# 115472 Projects of Significance

AQ Code 2035M LIMITS:
Latitude: MUNICIPALITIES

Longitude: Transit Improvements PROJ MANG:

SEPTA and its regional partners continue to advance key Projects of Significance to build towards a shared lifestyle transit network vision
for Southeastern Pennsylvania. These projects are instrumental to ensuring SEPTA is able to achieve the goals set forth in our strategic
plan, SEPTA Forward. SEPTA’s Bus Revolution, Trolley Modernization, King of Prussia Rail and railcar replacement projects are all
critical links to ensuring SEPTA achieves its goal for a more resilient, prosperous and equitable region for everyone, with transit at the
core.

Regional Rail Master Plan Implementation:

This process will progress concepts and alternatives evaluated through the Regional RailMaster Plan effort, including more detailed
alternative analysis and concept design.Work may include progression of appropriate NEPA work with a focus on increasing grant-
program readiness. Specific components for further study are currently being identified but will include continued coordination with
external stakeholders.

Bus Revolution includes the following projects:

-Bus Network Enhancements Project - $105M (FY 2022 — FY 2034 Property Acquisition, Design and Construction)
-South Philadelphia Transportation Center - $12.25M (FY 2022 — FY 2026 Property Acquisition, Design and Construction)
-Wissahickon Transportation Center - $37.64M (Prior Years — FY 2025 Construction)

-Micro Transit Service Implementation Project - $6.11M (FY 2024 - FY 2025)

King of Prussia Rail- 30% Non-CIG Share Funding Commitment - $390M (FY 2021 — FY 2029 Design and Construction).

SEPTA'’s King of Prussia Rail Project (KOP Rail) will extend the existing Norristown High Speed Line (NHSL) 4 miles into King of Prussia.
The project includes five ADA accessible stations and will provide a “one-seat” ride from any station along the NHSL, including the 69th
Street Transportation Center in Upper Darby and the Norristown Transportation Center in Norristown.

The KOP Rail Project is currently proceeding towards 30 percent design. In October 2021, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
officially approved entry of the project into the Project Development stage of its Capital Investment Grant (CIG) program. Project
Development activities will add more design and engineering detail to KOP Rail and the five stations and supporting documentation,
including a draft financial plan and evaluation of project delivery methods. The total project is currently estimated at $2.08 billion dollars.

The Market-Frankford Line Vehicle Replacement - $720M (FY 2021 — FY 2022 MFL Vehicle Design) (FY 2023 — FY 2029 Rail Vehicle
Replacement

This project will purchase modern trainsets to replace the aging Market-Frankford Line M-4 Railcars. Included within the budget of this
project is vehicle specification development as well as signal system and other infrastructure improvements needed to enhance
operational efficiency of the new railcars.

Regional Rail Cars Silverliner IV Replacement - $250M (FY 2028 — FY 2034)

This project is for pursuing future procurement of regional rail cars to replace the Authority’s aging Silverliner IV railcar fleet. The
Silverliner IV railcar fleet was built between 1974 and 1976. This initial investment in the replacement of the aging fleet will ensure that
service on Regional Rail continues to be safe and reliable.

Trolley Modernization $1.15B (FY 2021 — FY 2025 Design and Initial Enhancements) (FY 2022 — FY 2032 Trolley Acquisition) (FY 2023 —
FY 2029 Construction).

These capital funds allow SEPTA to advance early action trolley infrastructure design and construction for the Trolley Modernization
program. The new ADA accessible vehicles will require a complex and closely interrelated series of infrastructure upgrades in areas such
as communications, signals, power, ADA stations, bridge improvements and maintenance facilities.

The goals of the Trolley Modernization program are:

-Accessible Trolleys that are fast and easy to use

-A system in full compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act including vehicles and stations

-Providing quick, reliable and higher capacity service

-A safe and improved customer experience

-This program advances equity by improving trolley access and service that disproportionately serves people of color, low-income
populations, and individuals with disabilities.

Specific activities to be addressed include the following:

-Broperty acquisition for the new accessible vehicle Facility/Facilities

-ADA Accessibility and State of Good Repair Improvements to 19th and 37th Street Trolley Stations

2/29/2024




DVRPC FY2023-2026 TIP for PA Action: PA23-103

Pennsylvania - Highway and Transit Program

SEPTA

-Bridge enhancements to support the new vehicles

-Trolley Tunnel State of Good Repair Program, including the overhaul of the 40th Street Substation

-Develop modern station design standards and identify locations with public input and community engagement
-Study and advancement of end-of-line improvements

-Coordination with utilities and the City of Philadelphia

-Preliminary engineering and program management for overall project

-BDA Accessible vehicle acquisition.

69th Street Transportation Center Comprehensive Plan Implementation - $4M (FY 2022 - FY 2024 Design and Early Actions)
Development of a comprehensive master plan and undertake early actions to rehabilitate and improve service at the 69th Street
Transportation Center. These infrastructure and intermodal connectivity improvements are critical to the success of Trolley Modernization,
King of Prussia (KOP) Rail, and Bus Revolution.

Rebirth of Southwest Philadelphia Transportation Network - $25M (FY 2024)
The project will implement trolley modernization and comeplete streets improvements on approximately 3.85 miles of roadway along the
Route 36 corridor from 49th Street and Grays Avenue to 56th Street and Island Avenue.

Regional Rail Master Plan Implementation Project - $3M (FY 2024 - Ongoing)
Provides funding for planning and design acitivites related to the Regional Rail Master Plan.

Microtransit Service Implementation project - $6.11 M (FY 2024 - FY 2025)

Summary of Action:

Action to amend the FY2023 TIP for Pennsylvania by adding new federal grant funds to the Projects of Significance Program (MPMS
#115472) for the Market Frankford Vehicle Replacement Project, in the amount of $317,160,000 for the Engineering/Right-of-
Way/Construction (ERC) Phase, programmed as follows: $48,453,000 Rail Vehicle Replacement (RVR) funds in FY24, $134,757,000 RVR
in FY25, and $133,950,000 RVR in FY26.

Before Proposed Action

TIP Program Years ($ 000)
Phase Fund FY2023 FY2024 EY2025 FY2026 EY2027 FY2028 EY2029 FEY2030 || EY2031 FEY2032 FY2033 FY2034
ERC 5305 300
ERC 5307 10,038
ERC 5337 26,864
ERC  ARPA 500
ERC 1514 69,311
ERC  LOC 2,308
ERC  OTH 46,411
ERC  5339c 9,800
ERC  RAISE 40,000
ERC 5337 45,699
ERC 1514 96,335
ERC  OTH 94,892
ERC  LOC 3,211
ERC 5307 69,517
ERC 5339 6,891
ERC 5337 66,718
ERC 1514 68,280
ERC  LOC 2,276
ERC  OTH 58,330
ERC 5307 8,001
ERC 5337 23,998
ERC 1514 127,143
ERC  LOC 4,233
ERC  OTH 120,607

2/29/2024



DVRPC FY2023-2026 TIP for PA Action: PA23-103

Pennsylvania - Highway and Transit Program

ERC 5307 63,107

ERC 1514 70,739

ERC LOC 2,355

ERC OTH 202,596

ERC 1514 5,398

ERC OTH 200,000

ERC LOC 180

ERC 5337 6,510

ERC 1514 13,451

ERC OTH 200,000

ERC LOC 448

ERC 1514 21,622

ERC OTH 200,000

ERC LOC 720

ERC OTH 171,143

ERC OTH 113,400

ERC 1514 11,797

ERC OTH 91,522

ERC LOC 393

ERC 5337 1,659

ERC 1514 401

ERC LOC 13

ERC OTH 93,981
155,732 289,937 272,012 283,982 338,797 205,578 220,409 222,342 171,143 113,400 103,712 96,054
Total FY2023-2026 1,001,663 Total FY2027-2030 987,126 Total FY2031-2034 484,309

After Proposed Action

TIP Program Years ($ 000)
Phase Fund EY2023 FY2024 EY2025 FEY2026 EY2027 EY2028 EY2029 EY2030 || EY2031 FEY2032 EY2033 FY2034
ERC 5305 300
ERC 5337 26,864
ERC  ARPA 500
ERC 5307 10,038
ERC 1514 69,311
ERC  LOC 2,308
ERC  OTH 46,411
ERC  RVR 48,453
ERC  5339c 9,800
ERC  RAISE 40,000
ERC 5337 45,699
ERC 1514 96,335
ERC  LOC 3,211
ERC  OTH 94,892
ERC  RVR 134,757
ERC 5339 6,891
ERC 5337 66,718
ERC 5307 69,517
ERC 1514 68,280
ERC  OTH 58,330
ERC  LOC 2,276

2/29/2024



DVRPC FY2023-2026 TIP for PA

Pennsylvania - Highway and Transit Program

ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC
ERC

RVR
5337
5307
1514
OTH
LOC
5307
1514
OTH
LOC
1514
OTH
LOC
5337
1514
OTH
LOC
1514
LOC
OTH
OTH
OTH
1514
OTH
LOC
5337
1514
LOC
OTH

133,950
23,998
8,001
127,143
120,607
4,233
63,107
70,739
202,596
2,355
5,398
200,000
180
6,510
13,451
200,000
448
21,622
720
200,000

155,732 338,390 406,769 417,932 338,797 205,578 220,409 222,342

Total FY2023-2026

1,318,823 Total FY2027-2030 987,126

Action: PA23-103

171,143
113,400
11,797
91,522
393

171,143 113,400 103,712
Total FY2031-2034 484,309

1,659
401

13
93,981

96,054
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Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
b , 1234 Market Street ® Philadelphia, PA 19107-3780

February 22, 2024

Mr. Jesse Buerk

Manager, Office of Capital Programs

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
190 North Independence Mall West, 8™ Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19106-1520

Dear Mr. Buerk:

The Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) requests consideration by the Delaware
Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) of an amendment to the FY2023-2026 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) for Pennsylvania.

On February 21, 2024, the Federal Transit Administration announced a grant award for the SEPTA Market-
Frankford Line Rail Vehicle Replacement Project. The project includes replacing the Market-Frankford Line
M-4 Railcars. SEPTA will receive funding to buy up to 200 new rail cars to replace older rail cars that
have been in service for nearly 25 years, operating along the Market-Frankford Line, SEPTA’s most
heavily used line. SEPTA is requesting an amendment to FY 2024 ($48.453M), FY 2025 ($134,757M), and
FY 2026 ($133,950M) to add a total of $317,160,000 to the Projects of Significance Program (MPMS
#115472) to add the Rail Vehicle Replacement (RVR) Program competitive funding.

The attached fiscal constraint chart provides a summary of changes by funding source and the detailed
TIP programming adjustments. Please contact me if you have any questions regarding these changes to
the TIP. We appreciate your consideration of this request.

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding these changes to the TIP.
We appreciate your consideration of this request.
Sincerely,
b
MO }a(l&n,m
Brian McFadden
Director, Capital Budgets & Grant Development

cc: T. Lidiak - FTA
J. Korus - PennDOT
D. Alas— PennDOT



ACTION ITEM Date Prepared: February 29, 2024

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE SUMMARY SHEET

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING

MARCH 12, 2024

Agenda ltem:

2f. NJ24-018: Route 47. Grove St. to Route 130. Pavement (DB #12305).
Gloucester County — Increase CON Phase

Background/Analysis/Issues:

NJDOT has requested that DVRPC amend the FY2024 TIP for New Jersey by
increasing the FY24 Construction (CON) Phase of the Route 47, Grove St. to Route
130, Pavement project by $18.2 M NHPP from $66.5 M NHPP to $84.7 M NHPP.

The increase in construction cost is due to the inflation of construction prices. This
project was initiated from the NJDOT Pavement Management System, it will resurface,
rehabilitate and reconstruct the roadway within the project limits. The project will update
the ADA requirements, and correct a culvert which causes a flooding condition in the
area.

Financial Constraint:

Financial constraint will be maintained by making adjustments to other existing TIP
projects whose schedules or costs have changed. The attached fiscal constraint chart
provided by NJDOT shows all of the adjustments taking place in accordance with the
TIP Memorandum of Understanding. All projects listed contribute to fiscal constraint.

Conformity Finding:

The TIP's current conformity finding will not be impacted by this amendment as this
project is exempt from air quality analysis

Cost and Source of Funds:

$18.2 M NHPP



Date Action Required:

March 12, 2024

Recommendations:

RTC — Will make recommendations at the March 12, 2024 RTC Meeting

Staff - Recommends approval.

Action Proposed:

That the Regional Technical Committee (RTC) recommends Board approval of TIP
Action NJ24-018, NJDOT’s request that DVRPC amend the FY2024 TIP for New Jersey
by increasing the FY24 Construction (CON) Phase of the Route 47, Grove St. to Route
130, Pavement project by $18.2 M NHPP from $66.5 M NHPP to $84.7 M NHPP.

Staff Contact:

Ethan Fogg

Attachments:

1. Project Location Map
2. NJDOT FY24-33 FCC #1



DVRPC FY2024 TIP for New Jersey

Highway/Transit/Statewide Program

DB# 12305

A/Q Code S10

Route 47, Grove St. to Route 130, Pavement

Action: NJ24-018

Initiated from the Pavement Management System, this project will resurface, rehabilitate and reconstruct within
the project limits. The project will update the ADA requirements, and correct a culvert which causes a flooding

condition.
Prog Mgr:  Dave, Hardev Glassboro Borough; Washington Township; Deptford Township; Westville Borough
Summary of Action: Action to amend the TIP by increasing the FY24 Construction (CON) Phase of the Route 47, Mapped: Y

Grove St. to Route 130, Pavement project by $18.2 M NHPP from $66.5 M NHPP to $84.7 M

NHPP.
Before Proposed Action

TIP Program Years ($ millions) Out-Years
Phase Fund 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
CON NHPP 66.500
Fiscal Year Total 66.500
Total FY2024-2027 66.500 Out-Year Cost
After Proposed Action
TIP Program Years ($ millions)
Phase Fund 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
CON NHPP 84.700
Fiscal Year Total 84.700
Total FY2022 - 2025 84.700 Total FY2026 - 2031
(Printed 2/29/2024)
| &dvrpc
Action: NJ24-018



NJ24-018: Route 47,

Grove Street to Route 130, Pavement
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ACTION ITEM Date Prepared: February 29, 2024

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE SUMMARY SHEET

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING

MARCH 12, 2024

Agenda ltem:

2g. NJ24-019: Route 295/42/1-76. Direct Connection, Contract 4 (DB #355E),
Camden County — Delay & Increase CON Phase

Background/Analysis/Issues:

NJDOT has requested that DVRPC amend the FY2024 TIP for New Jersey by delaying
the Construction (CON) phase of the Route 295/42/1-76, Direct Connection, Contract 4
(DB #355E) project from FY25 to FY28 and increasing the CON cost estimate by
$10.45 M. The multi-year NHFP-HWY funding and NHPP funding for the CON phase
will be reprogrammed as follows:

e FY28:$50 M NHPP
FY29: $80 M ($20 M NHFP-HWY/$60 M NHPP)
FY30: $80 M ($20 M NHFP-HWY/$60 M NHPP)
FY31: $80 M ($20 M NHFP-HWY/$70.45 M NHPP)
FY32: $58.5 M ($6.243 M NHFP-HWY/$52.257 M NHPP)

The CON Phase will have an overall increase of $10.45 M, from $348.5 M (66.243 M
NHFP-HWY/$282.257 M NHPP) to $358.95 M (66.243 M NHFP-HWY/$292.707 M
NHPP).

CON programming has been updated to match the most recent Financial Management
Plan (FMP) expenditures. The main reason for the delay is that Contract 4 cannot start
until the completion of Contract 3, and Contract 3 has been delayed due to several
issues. The cost increase can primarily be attributed to the more detailed cost estimates
available for each contract with the advancement of the design that further refined the
preliminary cost estimates used to generate the initial FMP estimates. Also, change
orders during construction have been higher than originally anticipated.

The overall Route 295/42/1-76 Direct Connection project will relieve the existing
bottleneck at the interchange by constructing a direct connection on 1-295 and other
highway improvements that will reduce congestion and enhance traffic operations and
safety throughout the project area. The improvements include a six-lane mainline



through the interchange, elimination of dangerous merging and weaving movements,
upgrades to ramp geometry, and the addition of shoulders throughout the interchange.
Contract 4 includes the reconstruction of I-76 and Route 42 along the entire project
limits, the completion of new Ramps C & F, and the completion of the new 1-295
Northbound direct connection. Contract 4 is a breakout of "Route 295/42/1-76, Direct
Connection, Camden County" project.

Financial Constraint:

Financial constraint will be maintained by making adjustments to other existing TIP
projects whose schedules or costs have changed. The attached fiscal constraint chart
provided by NJDOT shows all of the adjustments taking place in accordance with the
TIP Memorandum of Understanding. All projects listed contribute to fiscal constraint.

Conformity Finding:

The TIP's current conformity finding will not be impacted by this amendment since this
project was included in the regional air quality conformity analysis.

Cost and Source of Funds:

$358.95 M (66.243 M NHFP-HWY/$292.707 M NHPP)

Date Action Required:

March 12, 2024

Recommendations:

RTC — Will make recommendations at the March 12, 2024 RTC Meeting

Staff - Recommends approval.

Action Proposed:

That the Regional Technical Committee (RTC) recommends Board approval of TIP
Action NJ24-019, NJDOT’s request that DVRPC amend the FY2024 TIP for New Jersey
by delaying the Construction (CON) phase of the Route 295/42/1-76, Direct Connection,
Contract 4 (DB #355E) project from FY25 to FY28 and increasing the CON cost
estimate by $10.45 M. The multi-year NHFP-HWY funding and NHPP funding for the
CON phase will be reprogrammed as follows:

. FY28: $50 M NHPP

. FY29: $80 M ($20 M NHFP-HWY/$60 M NHPP)

. FY30: $80 M ($20 M NHFP-HWY/$60 M NHPP)

. FY31: $80 M ($20 M NHFP-HWY/$70.45 M NHPP)

. FY32: $58.5 M ($6.243 M NHFP-HWY/$52.257 M NHPP)



The CON Phase will have an overall increase of $10.45 M, from $348.5 M (66.243 M

NHFP-HWY/$282.257 M NHPP) to $358.95 M (66.243 M NHFP-HWY/$292.707 M
NHPP).

Staff Contact:
Ethan Fogg

Attachments:

1. Project Location Map
2. NJDOT FY24-33 FCC #2



DVRPC FY2024 TIP for New Jersey Action: NJ24-015

Highway/Transit/Statewide Program

DB# 355E Route 295/42/1-76, Direct Connection, Contract 4

A/Q Code 2035M This project relieves the existing bottleneck at the interchange by constructing; a direct connection on [-295 and
other highway improvements, which will reduce congestion and enhance traffic operations and safety
throughout the project area. The improvements include; a six lane mainline through the interchange, elimination
of dangerous merging and weaving movements, upgrades to ramp geometry and the addition of shoulders
throughout the interchange. Contract 4 includes the reconstruction of I-76 and Route 42 along the entire project
limits; the completion of new Ramps C & F, and the completion the new I-295 Northbound direct connection.
Contract 4 is a breakout of "Route 295/42/1-76, Direct Connection, Camden County".

Prog Mgr:  Dave, Hardev Bellmawr Borough; Mount Ephraim Borough

Summary of Action: Formal action to amend the TIP by delaying the Construction (CON) phase of the Route Mapped: Y
295/42/1-76, Direct Connection, Contract 4 (DB #355E) project from FY25 to FY28 and
increasing the CON cost estimate by $10.45 M. The multi-year NHFP-HWY funding and NHPP
funding for the CON phase will be reprogrammed as follows: EY28: $50 M NHPP; EY29: $80
M ($20 M NHFP-HWY/$60 M NHPP); FY30: $80 M ($20 M NHFP-HWY/$60 M NHPP); FY31:
$80 M ($20 M NHFP-HWY/$70.45 M NHPP); EY32: $58.5 M ($6.243 M NHFP-HWY/$52.257

M NHPP).
Before Proposed Action
TIP Program Years ($ millions) Out-Years

Phase Fund 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
CON NHFP-HWY 36.011 30.232
CON NHPP 166.858 | 115.399

Fiscal Year Total 36.011 30.232 166.858] 115.399

Total FY2024-2027 233.101 Out-Year Cost 115.399
After Proposed Action
TIP Program Years ($ millions)

Phase Fund 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
CON NHFP-HWY 20.000 20.000 20.000 6.243
CON NHPP 50.000 60.000 60.000 70.450 52.257

Fiscal Year Total 50.000  80.000  80.000  90.450  58.500

Total FY2022 - 2025 Total FY2026 - 2031 358.950

(Printed 2/29/2024)
Action: NJ24-019

Gdvrpc



NJ24-019: Route 295/42/1-76,

Direct Connection, Contract 4
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ACTION ITEM Date Prepared: February 29, 2024

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE SUMMARY SHEET

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING

MARCH 12, 2024

Agenda ltem:

2h. NJ24-020: Resurfacing & Safety Improvements to Kings Highway (CR 551)
from the Roundabout to Glen Echo Avenue (CR 538) (DB #D2406), Gloucester

County — Add New Project to the TIP

Background/Analysis/Issues:

Gloucester County has requested that DVRPC amend the FY2024 TIP for New Jersey
by adding the Resurfacing & Safety Improvements to Kings Highway (CR 551) from the
Roundabout to Glen Echo Avenue (CR 538) (DB #D2406) project to the TIP for
Construction in FY24 in the amount of $1.339 M STBGP-PHILA.

This project will mill and overlay the roadway with a 1.5-inch depth of hot mix asphalt
surface course. The current centerline grade will be generally held. The pavement cross
slope will be developed at 2%, with exceptions to maintain curb or drainage patterns
where necessary. Existing drainage patterns will be maintained. Driveway aprons shall
be replaced and/or adjusted where necessary. Existing ADA Curb ramps will be
upgraded as necessary to meet ADA requirements. Storm sewer inlets will also be
updated to meet New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP)
requirements. Curb and driveway aprons will only be replaced if conditions warrant their
replacement. All roadway markings and signs shall be removed and replaced.

Financial Constraint:

Financial constraint will be maintained by making adjustments to other existing TIP
projects whose schedules or costs have changed. The attached fiscal constraint chart
provided by DVRPC shows all of the adjustments taking place in accordance with the
TIP Memorandum of Understanding. All projects listed contribute to fiscal constraint.

Conformity Finding:

The TIP's current conformity finding will not be impacted by this amendment as this
project is exempt from air quality analysis



Cost and Source of Funds:

$1.339 M STBGP-PHILA

Date Action Required:

March 12, 2024

Recommendations:

RTC — Will make recommendations at the March 12, 2024 RTC Meeting

Staff - Recommends approval.

Action Proposed:

That the Regional Technical Committee (RTC) recommends Board approval of TIP
Action NJ24-020, Gloucester County’s request that DVRPC amend the FY2024 TIP for
New Jersey by adding the Resurfacing & Safety Improvements to Kings Highway (CR
551) from the Roundabout to Glen Echo Avenue (CR 538) (DB #D2406) project to the
TIP for Construction in FY24 in the amount of $1.339 M STBGP-PHILA.

Staff Contact:
Ethan Fogg

Attachments:

1. Project Location Map
2. DVRPC Local FCC #6



DVRPC FY2024 TIP for New Jersey Action: NJ24-020

Highway/Transit/Statewide Program

DB# D2406 Resurfacing & Safety Improvements to Kings Highway (CR 551) from the Roundabout to Glen Echo Avenue
(CR 538)
A/Q Code S10 This project will mill and overlay the roadway with a 1.5-inch depth of hot mix asphalt surface course. The

current centerline grade will be generally held. The pavement cross slope will be developed at 2%, with
exceptions to maintain curb or drainage patterns where necessary. Existing drainage patterns will be

maintained. Driveway aprons shall be replaced and/or adjusted where necessary. Existing ADA Curb ramps will
be upgraded as necessary to meet ADA requirements. Storm sewer inlets will also be updated to meet New
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) requirements. Curb and driveway aprons will only be
replaced if conditions warrant their replacement. All roadway markings and signs shall be removed and replaced.

Prog Mgr:  Buerk, Jesse Swedesboro Borough

Summary of Action: Action to amend the TIP by adding the Resurfacing & Safety Improvements to Kings Highway | Mapped: Y
(CR 551) from the Roundabout to Glen Echo Avenue (CR 538) (DB #D2406) project to the TIP
for Construction in FY24 in the amount of $1.339 M STBGP-PHILA.

The proposed action will add a new project to the TIP.

After Proposed Action
TIP Program Years ($ millions)
Phase Fund 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
CON STBGP-PHILA 1.339
Fiscal Year Total 1.339
Total FY2022 - 2025 1.339 Total FY2026 - 2031

(Printed 2/29/2024)
Action: NJ24-020

&dvrpc




NJ24-020: Resurfacing & Safety Improvements to Kings Highway (CR 551)
from the Roundabout To Glen Echo Avenue (CR 538)
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PennDOT Fiscal Constraint Charts
(March 2024)




MA IDs:

Chart: 115

* Positive number denotes a surplus/Negative denotes a deficit

Administrative Action

Fund Type

Project Title

DVRPC FFY 2023 -2026 TIP for PENNSYLVANIA

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

FEDERAL & STATE FUNDS (In $1,000's)

TIP MODIFICATIONS FOR FEBRUARY 2024

Chart #115

2ND 4 YRS FFY 2027 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2028 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2029 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2030 3RD 4 YRS FFY 2031

TOTAL

Remarks

Fed. ($)

State ()

LINE ITEM
DIRIFP RESERYE LIS Before | NHPP| 581 o 3092750 | 1,190,000 0| 14,600,516 | 1,651,129 o| 18491000 0 1,000 39,026,395
ITEM
82216 | CON
DISTRICT WIDE Adjust | NHPP| 581 o| 5796000 0 o| (5.969,880) ) 0 0 0 0 (173,880)
After |NHPP| 581 o| 8888750 | 1,190,000 o| 8630636 1,651,129 o| 18491000 0 1,000 38,852,515
CASH FLOWING
1-95 BS5: DELAWARE FONDS ARE NEED
- : Before | NHPP 0 0 FUNDS ARE NEEDED.
VAP cfore TC 5,796,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,796,000
PHILADELPHIA 103563 | UTL |Adjust | NHPP| TC 0 (5,796,000) 0 0 5,969,880 0 0 0 0 0 173,880
SR,0095,855 After [NHPP| TC 0 0 0 o| 5969880 0 0 0 0 0 5,969,880

Before FFY Totals
FFY Adjustment Totals

After FFY Totals

LINE ITEM
DIRIFP RESERYE LIS Before | NHPP| 581 o| 8888750 | 1,190,000 o| 8630636 | 1,651,129 o| 18491000 0 1,000 38,852,515
ITEM
82216 | CON
DISTRICT WIDE Adjust | NHPP| 581 o| (4,000,000) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (4,000,000)
After |NHPP| 581 o| 4888750 | 1,190,000 o| 8630636 | 1,651,129 o| 18,491,000 0 1,000 34,852,515
INCREASING FUNDS
1-95 CONCEPTUAL Zﬂﬁﬂﬁw FROM
STUDY Before [ NHPP| TC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |7 HE CONSULTANT.
PHILADELPHIA | 104243 | STy |Adiust [nHPP| TC o| 4000000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,000,000
SR,0095,CSP After  [NHPP| TC o| 4000000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,000,000

] 17,777,500 2,380,000 0 23,231,152 3,302,258 0 36,982,000 0 2,000 83,674,910
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
[ 17,777,500 2,380,000 0 23,231,152 3,302,258 0 36,982,000 [ 2,000 83,674,910




MA IDs:

Chart: 116

* Positive number denotes a surplus/Negative denotes a deficit

DVRPC FFY 2023 -2026 TIP for PENNSYLVANIA

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

FEDERAL & STATE FUNDS (In $1,000's)

TIP MODIFICATIONS FOR FEBRUARY 2024

Chart #116

Administrative Action Fund Type 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2027 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2028 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2029 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2030 3RD 4 YRS FFY 2031 TOTAL -
Project Title State ($) Fed. (9 State (5) Fed. (9 State (5) Fed. (9 State (5) Fed. (5 State (5) Fed. (5 State (5)
LINE ITEM
IR RESERVE LNE Before | NHPP| 581 0 0 o| 4888750 | 1,190,000 o| 8630636 | 1,651,129 o| 18491000 0 0 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34,852,515
ITEM
82216 | CON
DISTRICT WIDE Adust | NHPP| 581 0 0 o| (616000 (1,154,000) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (5.770,000)
After | NHPP| 581 0 0 0 272,750 36,000 o| 8630636 | 1,651,129 o| 18491000 0 0 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29,082,515
PREVIOUSLY
US422: SCHUYLKILL ﬁ\%ﬁiﬁ?ﬁ; FUNDS
RIVER BRG - W OF Before | NHPP| 581 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [[NcREASING FUNDS
KEIM ST. FINAL DESIGN
ESTIMATE AND
CHESTER 14698 | FD |Adust | NHPP| 581 0 0 0 4,616,000 | 1,154,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,770,000 | 5OVER REVAINING
CONSTRUCT.
SR,0422,M2B Ater | NHPP| 581 0 0 o| 4616000 1,154,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,770,000
e e e e e e 5 e S |
Before FFY Totals 0 4,888,750 1,190,000 0 8,630,636 1,651,129 0 18,491,000 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34,852,515
FFY Adjustment Totals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
After FFY Totals 0 4,888,750 1,190,000 0 8,630,636 1,651,129 0 18,491,000 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34,852,515




DVRPC FFY 2023 -2026 TIP for PENNSYLVANIA
FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART
FEDERAL & STATE FUNDS (In $1,000's)
MA IDs:
TIP MODIFICATIONS FOR FEBRUARY 2024
Chart #118

Chart: 118

* Positive number denotes a surplus/Negative denotes a deficit

Administrative Action Fund Type 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2027 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2028 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2029 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2030 3RD 4 YRS FFY 2031 TOTAL P
Project Title Fed. (5) State ($) Fed. () State ($) Fed. () State ($) Fed. () State ($) Fed. () State ($)
LINE ITEM
TAU 0 0 5,259,190 0 8,266,000 0 8,438,000 0 0 8,438,000 8,438,000 8,438,000 8,438,000 0 0 33,754,000 89,469,190
TAU 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1,173,000)
TAU 0 0 4,086,190 0 8,266,000 0 8,438,000 0 0 8,438,000 8,438,000 8,438,000 8,438,000 0 0 33,754,000 88,296,190
NO CHANGE,
INCLUDED TO SHOW
FRANKLIN SQUARE OVERALL PHASE
Bef TAP TC 432,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |
PED ACCESS(C ) etore 0 0 0 432,000 [OVER
PHILADELPHIA 111496 | CON |Adjust | TAP TC 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0
SR,3032,FSP After TAP TC 432,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 432,000
ADDING FUNDS FOR
LOW BID COST
FRANKLIN SQUARE INCREASE
Bef TAU TC 850,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (] 0 0 1 .
PED ACCESS(C ) etore 0 0 0 850,000
PHILADELPHIA 111496 | CON |Adjust | TAU TC 0 [ - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (] 0 (] 0 430,000
SR,3032,FSP After TAU TC 850,000 0 430,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,280,000
NO CHANGE,
INCLUDED TO SHOW
SOUTH BROAD ST OVERALL PHASE
Bef TAP TC 1,537,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (] 537,
SIDEPATH(C ) etore 0 0 0 1,537,000 [OVER
PHILADELPHIA 111508 | CON |Adjust | TAP TC 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SR,0611,SBS After TAP TC 1,537,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (] 0 1,537,000
ADDING FUNDS FOR
LOW BID COST
SOUTH BROAD ST INCREASE.
Bef TAU TC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :
SIDEPATH(C ) etore 0 ° 0 0
PHILADELPHIA 111508 | CON |Adjust | TAU TC 0 ] - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 323,000
SR,0611,SBS After TAU TC 0 0 323,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 323,000
NO CHANGE,
CRAMP INCLUDED TO SHOW
ELEMENTARY Before | TAP | TC 1,297,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,297,000 JUERALL PHASE
SAFETY(C) ’
PHILADELPHIA 111507 | CON |Adjust | TAP TC 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SR,----,CES After TAP TC 1,297,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,297,000
ADDING FUNDS FOR
CRAMP LOW BID COST
ELEMENTARY Before | TAU | TC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [INCREASE.
SAFETY(C)
PHILADELPHIA 111507 | CON |Adjust | TAU TC 0 [ - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (] 0 0 0 420,000
SR,----,CES After TAU TC 0 0 420,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 420,000
e ] e e
Before FFY Totals 4,116,000 0 5,259,190 0 8,266,000 0 8,438,000 0 8,438,000 8,438,000 8,438,000 8,438,000 0 0 33,754,000 93,585,190
FFY Adjustment Totals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
After FFY Totals 4,116,000 0 5,259,190 0 8,266,000 0 8,438,000 0 8,438,000 8,438,000 8,438,000 8,438,000 0 0 33,754,000 93,585,190




MA IDs:

Chart: 119

* Positive number denotes a surplus/Negative denotes a deficit

Project Title MPMS

State

DVRPC FFY 2023 -2026 TIP for PENNSYLVANIA

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART
FEDERAL & STATE FUNDS (In $1,000°'s)

TIP MODIFICATIONS FOR MARCH 2024

Chart #119

2ND 4 YRS FFY 2027

2ND 4 YRS FFY 2028

2ND 4 YRS FFY 2029

2ND 4 YRS FFY 2030

3RD 4 YRS

Fed. ($)

State ($)

Fed. ($)

State ($)

Fed. ($)

State ($)

Fed. ($)

State ($)

Fed. ($)

State ($)

Remarks

ADDING LOCAL FUNDS
NORTH PHILA FOR THE RAISE 23
SCHOOL ZONES Before 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [PROIECTTOTHETIP.
RAISE 23
PHILADELPHIA 120993 PE |Adjust LOC 0 0 0 0 0 1,119,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,119,000
SR,----,SZS After LOC 0 0 0 0 0 1,119,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,119,000
ADDING LOCAL FUND?
NORTH PHILA FOR THE RAISE 23
SCHOOL ZONES Before 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |PROJECTTOTHETIP.
RAISE 23
PHILADELPHIA 120993 FD |Adjust LOoC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 1,119,000 0 0 0 0 1,119,000
SR,----,SZS After LOC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 1,119,000 0 0 0 0 1,119,000
ADDING RAISE 23
NORTH PHILA GRANT AWARD TO
SCHOOL ZONES Before 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o [THETIP.
RAISE 23
PHILADELPHIA 120993 | CON |Adjust [RAISE| LOC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25,000,000 0 1,762,000 0 26,762,000
SR,----,SZS After |RAISE| LOC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25,000,000 0| 1,762,000 0 26,762,000
e ] ) S S e ) ) ) S |
Before FFY Totals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FFY Adjustment Totals 0 0 0 0 0 1,119,000 0| 1,119,000 25,000,000 0| 1,762,000 0 0 29,000,000 |TOTAL ADJUST IS DUE
'TO THE ADDITION OF
LOCAL AND RAISE
FUNDS.
After FFY Totals 0 0 0 0 0 1,119,000 o| 1,119,000 25,000,000 0 1,762,000 0 29,000,000




MA IDs:

Chart: 120

* Positive number denotes a surplus/Negative denotes a deficit

DVRPC FFY 2023 -2026 TIP for PENNSYLVANIA

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

TIP MODIFICATIONS FOR MARCH 2024
Chart #120

FEDERAL & STATE FUNDS (In $1,000's)

Administrative Action Fund Type 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2027 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2028 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2029 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2030 3RD 4 YRS TOTAL -
State () Se e | e e [ sweo o [ e o Sae o
LINE ITEM
STP | 581 0 0 327,000 876,657 0 0 910,131 305,000 0 1,600,000 900,000 511,000 176,000 807,000 1,600,000 194,000 | 896,000 1,816,000 194,000 | 807,000 303,890 334,000 318,970 12,876,648
STP | 581 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (10)
STP | 581 0 0 327,000 876,647 0 0 910,131 305,000 0 1,600,000 900,000 511,000 176,000 807,000 1,600,000 194,000 | 896,000 1,816,000 194,000 | 807,000 303,890 334,000 318,970 12,876,638
ADDING SMALL
NORTH PHILA AMOUNT OF FEDERAL
FUNDS IN ORDER TO
SCHOOL ZONES Before 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 PROCESS A 4232.
RAISE 23 THIS WILL ALLOW US
TO ESTABLISH AN
) END DATE FOR THE
PHILADELPHIA 120993 | CON |Adjust | STP 0 0 ] - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 oro)ECT SO THE
CITY CAN START
THEIR DESIGN AND
RECEIVE CREDIT
SR,----,SZS After STP 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 |TOWARDS THEIR
LOCAL MATCH.
Before FFY Totals 0 0 327,000 876,657 0 0 910,131 305,000 0 1,600,000 900,000 511,000 176,000 807,000 1,600,000 194,000 | 896,000 1,816,000 194,000 | 807,000 303,890 334,000 318,970 12,876,648
FFY Adjustment Totals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
After FFY Totals 0 0 327,000 876,657 0 0 910,131 305,000 0 1,600,000 900,000 511,000 176,000 807,000 1,600,000 194,000 | 896,000 1,816,000 194,000 | 807,000 303,890 334,000 318,970 12,876,648




MA IDs:

Chart: 121

* Positive number denotes a surplus/Negative denotes a deficit

Administrative Action

Fund Type

Project Title

DVRPC FFY 2023 -2026 TIP for PENNSYLVANIA
FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART
FEDERAL & STATE FUNDS (In $1,000's)

TIP MODIFICATIONS FOR MARCH 2024
Chart #121

2ND 4 YRS FFY 2027

2ND 4 YRS FFY 2028

2ND 4 YRS FFY 2029

2ND 4 YRS FFY 2030

3RD 4 YRS

TOTAL

Fed. ($)

State ($)

Fed. ($)

State ($)

Fed. ($)

State ($)

Fed. ($)

State ($)

Fed. ($)

State ($)

Remarks

LINE ITEM

REGIONAL SAFETY INITI Before | HSIP 0 0 3,073,885 0 0 414,000 0 0 13,746,908 0 0 24,976,000 0 0 27,176,000 0 0 27,176,000 27,176,000 0 0 108,705,000 (¢) 232,443,793
57927 CON
DISTRICT LINE ITEM Adjust | HSIP 0 0 (2,000,000) 0 0 2,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
After HSIP 0 0 1,073,885 0 0 2,414,000 0 0 13,746,908 0 0 24,976,000 0 0 27,176,000 0 0 27,176,000 27,176,000 0 0 108,705,000 (¢) 232,443,793
PA 896 SAFETY:
ELBOW LN- Before | HSIP TC 1,808,956 0 7,861,044 0 0 2,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,670,000
SHEPHERD LN
CHESTER 85949 CON |Adjust | HSIP | TC 0 0 2,000,000 0 0 (2,000,000) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SR,0896,SIP After HSIP | TC 1,808,956 0 9,861,044 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 11,670,000

ADVANCING FUNDS
BASED ON CURRENT
LET DATE.

Before FFY Totals

FFY Adjustment Totals

After FFY Totals

LINE ITEM
STU LINE ITEM Before | STU | 581 0 0 7,278,670 720,044 0| 4342845| 2388272 | 250,000 2,681,000 | 2,585,000 | 1,836,000 1,223,000 246,000 | 3,623,000 108,000 0 152,000 0 1,333,000 957,000 0 283,000 0 30,006,831
BUCKS 79980 | CON |Adjust | STU| 581 0 o| (3,100,000) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (3,100,000)
After | STU| 581 0 0 4,178,670 720,044 0| 4342845 | 2,388,272 | 250,000 2,681,000 | 2,585,000 | 1,836,000 1,223,000 246,000 | 3,623,000 108,000 0 152,000 0 1,333,000 957,000 ] 283,000 0 26,906,831
NO CHANGE,
PA 896 SAFETY: INCLUDED TO SHOW
ELBOW LN- Before | HSIP | TC 1,808,956 0 9,861,044 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,670,000 | JUERALL PHASE
SHEPHERD LN ’
CHESTER 85949 | CON |Adjust | HSIP | TC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SR,0896,SIP After | HSIP | TC 1,808,956 0 9,861,044 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,670,000
/ADDING FUNDS TO
PA 896 SAFETY: MATCH CURRENT
PROJECT ESTIMATE
ELBOW LN- Before 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 |
SHEPHERD LN LETTING.
CHESTER 85949 | CON |Adust | sTU | TC 0 0 3,100,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,100,000
SR,0896,SIP After | STU| TC 0 0 3,100,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,100,000

3,617,912 0 28,074,643 720,044 0 6,756,845 2,388,272 250,000 16,427,908 2,585,000 1,836,000 26,199,000 246,000 3,623,000 27,284,000 0 152,000 27,176,000 28,509,000 957,000 0 108,988,000 0 285,790,624
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3,617,912 0 28,074,643 720,044 0 6,756,845 2,388,272 250,000 16,427,908 2,585,000 1,836,000 26,199,000 246,000 | 3,623,000 27,284,000 0 152,000 27,176,000 28,509,000 957,000 0 108,988,000 0 285,790,624




MA IDs:

Chart: 122

* Positive number denotes a surplus/Negative denotes a deficit

DVRPC FFY 2023 -2026 TIP for PENNSYLVANIA

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

FEDERAL & STATE FUNDS (In $1,000°'s)

TIP MODIFICATIONS FOR MARCH 2024
Chart #122

2ND 4 YRS FFY 2027 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2028 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2029 2ND 4 YRS FFY 2030 3RD 4 YRS remarke
Siate © i w | s o | o Fow | saew e | swo o Saew
COUN:{E’SCSR‘(IBRDG Before 183 0 0 0 792,800 197,700 0| 1,104,000 | 245042 0 795502 | 166,125 0 934,000 | 233,000 0| 8158000 | 2,039,000 o| 6318000 | 1,579,000 o| 14,766,000 | 3,621,000 0 0 40,949,169
BUCKS 95447 | CON | pgjust 183 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (567,000)|  (188,000) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (755,000)
SRS After 183 0 0 0 792,800 197,700 0 1,104,000 245,042 0 795,502 166,125 0 367,000 45,000 0 8,158,000 2,039,000 0 6,318,000 1,579,000 0 14,766,000 3,621,000 0 0 40,194,169
LINE ITEM
BRIDGE RESERVE
LINE ITEM Before| BOF | 185 0 88,835 | 1,085210 | 3,117,710 | 1,317,896 69,000 | 293,209 | 29,000 0 19,005 | 491,000 4,582,000 89,000 0 0 165,000 0 273,000 0 0 297,000 38,000 0 68,040,000 | 63,636,849 143,631,714
79929 | CON
BUCKS Adjust| BOF | 185 0 o| 3,000,000 563,000 187,000 (69,000)|  (13,000)|  (4,000) 0 0 0| (3022000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 642,000
After | BOF | 185 0 88,835 | 4,085210 | 3,680,710 | 1,504,896 0| 280209 | 25000 0 19,005 | 491,000 1,560,000 89,000 0 0 165,000 0 273,000 0 0 297,000 38,000 0 68,040,000 | 63,636,849 144273714
CASH FLOWING
/ BASED ON CURRENT
w Bi,'v?%if o Before | BOF | 183 0 o| 6399000| 1,200000| 400000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,999,000 |LET DATE.
CHESTER 14134 | CON |Adjust | BOF | 183 0 0 (3,000,000)|  (563,000)| (187,000) 69,000 13,000 4,000 0 0 0 3,022,000 567,000 188,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 113,000
SR,7410,BRG After | BOF | 183 0 0| 3399,000 637,000 213,000 69,000 13,000 4,000 0 0 0 3,022,000 567,000 | 188,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,112,000
LINE ITEM
BRIDGE RESERVE
L INE ITEM Before| BOF | 185 0 88,835 | 4,085,210 | 3,680,710 | 1,504,896 0| 280209 | 25000 0 19,005 | 491,000 1,560,000 89,000 0 0 165,000 0 273,000 0 0 297,000 38,000 0 68,040,000 | 63,636,849 144,273,714
79929 | CON
BUCKS Adjust| BOF | 185 0 o| (3,250,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ) ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o (3,250,000)
After | BOF | 185 0 88,835 835210 | 3,680,710 | 1,504,896 0| 280209 | 25000 0 19,005 | 491,000 1,560,000 89,000 0 0 165,000 0 273,000 0 0 297,000 38,000 0 68,040,000 | 63,636,849 141,023,714
LINE ITEM
Before | BRIP 0 0 90,000 0 0 0 0 0 5,255,000 0 0 0 0 0 100,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,445,000
Adjust | BRIP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,250,000
After | BRIP 0 0 90,000 0 0 0 0 0 5,255,000 0 0 0 0 0 100,000 0 o| 220,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,695,000
ADVANCING FUNDS
PLEASANT VIEW RD e, 2o
LETTING.
O/ SANATOGA CR Before | BRIP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,250,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,250,000
MONTGOMERY 92637 | CON |Adiust | BRIP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (2,250,000)
SR,4028,NR1 After 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ADDING FUNDS BASED)|
PLEASANT VIEW RD e
Bef 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ESTIMATE.
& SANATOGA CR efore 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MONTGOMERY 92637 | CON |Adiust | BOF 0 o| 3,250,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,250,000
SR,4028,NR1 After | BOF 0 o| 3250000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,250,000
Before FFY Totals 0 177,670 11,659,420 8,791,220 3,420,492 69,000 1,677,418 299,042 5,255,000 833,512 1,148,125 6,142,000 1,112,000 233,000 100,000 8,488,000 2,039,000 2,796,000 6,318,000 1,579,000 594,000 14,842,000 3,621,000 136,080,000 127,273,698 344,548,597
FFY Adjustment Totals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
After FFY Totals 0 177,670 11,659,420 8,791,220 3,420,492 69,000 1,677,418 299,042 5,255,000 833,512 1,148,125 6,142,000 1,112,000 233,000 100,000 8,488,000 2,039,000 2,796,000 6,318,000 1,579,000 594,000 14,842,000 3,621,000 136,080,000 127,273,698 344,548,597




FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART
FFY 2023-2026 TIP Highway/Bridge

Administrative Action (MA ID: 133448)
DVRPC TIP Fund Type FFY 2023 FFY 2024 FFY 2025 FFY 2026 Remarks
Project Title MPMS| Phase | Amts Fed State Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth
US 1 BAT Lanes: Hellerman/Busteton - Bucks Before Adding PE phase. No source, these
6001/BAT 118074 PE Adjust 244 1,100,000 funds are additional to the TIP and
Philadelphia After 244 1,100,000 STIP.
US 1 BAT Lanes: Hellerman/Busteton - Bucks Before Adding FD phase. No source, these
6001/BAT 118074 FD Adjust 244 300,000 funds are additional to the TIP and
Philadelphia After 244 300,000 STIP.
US 1 BAT Lanes: Hellerman/Busteton - Bucks Before Adding CON phase. No source, these
6001/BAT 118074 CON Adjust 244 1,700,000 funds are additional to the TIP and
Philadelphia After 244 1,700,000 STIP.
Before Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Actions do not affect air qualit
Adjustment Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 | $3,100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 onformity quatlty
After Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 | $3,100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 )

NOTES

P:\TIP\TIP Actions & Amend 2023 P, hed_Feb2024\FCC\FCC407 - D6 244 MPMS 118074 PE FD CON Add - mpl




FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

FFY 2023-2026 TIP Highway/Bridge

Administrative Action (MA ID: 133675)
District 6-0 Interstate TIP Fund Type FFY 2023 FFY 2024 FFY 2025 FFY 2026 Remarks
Project Title MPMS | Phase Fed | State| Federal State Federal State Federal State Federal State
. BRIP | 185 1,462,391
Interstate Contingency
NHPP| 581 62,423,269 801,251 43,647,107 1,500,000 33,865,504 5,043,151
BRIP | 185 Interstate Contingency LI _util_ized as
/ 75891 [ CON source of funds to maintain fiscal
NHPP| 581 (450,000) constraint.
. BRIP | 185 1,462,391
Central Office
NHPP| 581 62,423,269 351,251 43,647,107 1,500,000 33,865,504 5,043,151
Post IDA Sttljr(]igac;r:rllj)cﬁull;;ansportatlon 581 400,000
Increase for STUDY phase
676/IDA 117881| STUDY 581 450,000 supplement.
Philadelphia 581 400,000 450,000
Before Totals $0 | $400,000 0 | $62,423,269 | $2,263,642 $43,647,107 | $1,500,000 0 | $33,865,504 | $5,043,151 Actions do not affect air qualit
Adjustment Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 | onformity quatty
After Totals $0 | $400,000 0 | $62,423,269 | $2,263,642 $43,647,107 | $1,500,000 0 | $33,865,504 | $5,043,151 0 )

NOTES

P:\TIP\TIP Actions & Maintenance\Amend 2023 PA\AmendAttached_Mar2024\DVRPC Fiscal Constraint Charts - March 2024\FCC189 - D6 581 MPMS 117881 STUDY increase - efh.xlsx




FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART
FFY 2023-2026 TIP Highway/Bridge

Administrative Action (MA ID: 133824)
District 6.0 Interstate TIP Fund Type FFY 2023 FFY 2024 FFY 2025 FFY 2026 Remarks
Project Title MPMS | Phase| Amts | Fed ] State] Federal | State| Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth
. Before | BRIP | 185 1,462,391
Interstate Contingency
Before | NHPP| 581 98,186,929 4,180,851 43,647,107 1,500,000 33,865,504 5,043,151 Interstate Coni Ul utilized
- nterstate Contingency LI utilized as
Al BRIP [ 1 AT
/ 75891 [ CON dJ,USI 5 source of funds to maintain fiscal
Adjust [NHPP| 581 (950,000) constraint.
N After BRIP | 185 1,462,391
Central Office
After NHPP| 581 97,236,929 4,180,851 43,647,107 1,500,000 33,865,504 5,043,151
District 6-0 Interstate Guiderail (C) Before | NHPP
476/IGR 115868| CON |Adjust | NHPP 950,000 Increase to cover AUC.
Delaware After NHPP 950,000
Before Totals $0 $0 $0 | $98,186,929 | $5,643,242 $0 | $43,647,107 | $1,500,000 $0 | $33,865,504 | $5,043,151 $0 Actions do not affect air quali
Adjustment Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 onformity. quality
After Totals $0 $0 $0 | $98,186,929 | $5,643,242 $0 | $43,647,107 | $1,500,000 $0 | $33,865,504 | $5,043,151 $0 ’

NOTES

P:\TIP\TIP Actions & Maintenance\Amend 2023 PA\AmendAttached_Mar2024\DVRPC Fiscal Constraint Charts - March 2024\FCC196 - D6 NHPP MPMS 115868 CON Increase - efh.xlsx



FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART
FFY 2023-2026 TIP Highway/Bridge

PRIV AT (IR TR, Fund Type FFY 2023 FFY 2024 FFY 2025 FFY 2026
DVRPC TIP Remarks
Project Title MPMS Phase Amts Fed State Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth
US 1: Broad St - Adams Ave Before| 244 Add phase for Automated Speed
" Enforcement (ASE) project. These
1URB1 119822 PE  |Adjust| 244 4,800,000 tate funds are additional to the TIP and
Philadelphia After 244 4,800,000 STIP.
US 1: Adams Ave - Old Lincoln Hwy Before| 244 Add phase for Automated Speed
. Enforcement (ASE) project. These
1/RB2 119836 PE Adjust 244 4,800,000 tate funds are additional to the TIP and
Philadelphia After 244 4,800,000 STIP.
Before Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Actions do not affect air qualit
Adjustment Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 | $9,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 onformity. Y
After Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 | $9,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

NOTES

PATIP\TIP Actions & Amend 2023 P, hed_Mar2024\DVRPC Fiscal Constraint Charts - March 2024\FCC425 - D6 244 ASE MPMS 119822 119836 PE add - efh.xlsx




FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART
FFY 2023-2026 TIP Highway/Bridge

Administrative Action (MA ID: 133751)

FFY 2026
Statewide & DVRPC TIPs Fund Type FFY 2023 FFY 2024 FFY 2025 Remarks
Project Title MPMS| Phase | Amts| Fed State Federal State Loc/Oth|  Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth
Highway Reserve Before] NHPP 581 4,902,028 3,500,000 1,753,215 18,399,853 19,207,435
. Highway Reserve utilized as source of funds to maintain
/ 77786 CON  (Adjust| NHPP [ 581 (600,000) fiscal constraint.
Central Office After NHPP 581 4,902,028 3,500,000 1,153,215 18,399,853 19,207,435
Reconnecting Our Chinatown Before 581 Add Reconnecting Communities Program (RCP) Pilot project. State
581 provided from Statewide Reserve. RCP and LOC/OTH funds
676/RCP 119896| STUDY |Adjust| RCP 581 1,805,000 600,000 | 1,650,000 are additional to the TIP. LOC/OTH funds of $1.65M provided from
ouncilmember Squilla's office ($50k), William Penn ($1.2M), Knight
Philadelphia After RCP 581 1,805,000 600,000 | 1,650,000 Foundation ($200k) and Philadelphia City ($200k).
Before Totals $0 | $4,902,028 $0 | $3,500,000 | $1,753,215 $0 $0 | $18,399,853 $0 $0 |$19,207,435 $0
Adjustment Totals $0 $0 $0 | $1,805,000 $0 [$1,650,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 |Actions do not affect air quality conformity.
After Totals $0 | $4,902,028 $0 | $5,305,000 | $1,753,215 |$1,650,000 $0 | $18,399,853 $0 $0 |$19,207,435 $0

PATIPATIP Actions &

NOTES

Amend 2023 P,

hed_Mar2024\DVRPC Fiscal Constraint Charts - March 2024\FCC434 - D6 581 MPMS 119896 STUDY add - efh.xisx




FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART
FFY 2023-2026 TIP Highway/Bridge

GRS AT RHEGE) Fund Type FFY 2023 FFY 2024 FFY 2025 FFY 2026 Remarks
Project Title MPMS Phase Amts Fed State Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth
New Falls Rd Ped SFTY Improvmnts (C) Before
2006/SIP 104365 PE Deob (100,391) Deobligated sHSIP funds.
Bucks After (100,391)
New Falls Rd Ped SFTY Improvmnts (C) Before
2006/SIP 104365 uTL Deob (29,000) Deobligated sHSIP funds.
Bucks After (29,000)
New Falls Rd Ped SFTY Improvmnts (C) Before
2006/SIP 104365 ROW  |Deob (25,858) Deobligated sHSIP funds.
Bucks After (25,858)
HSIP Set Aside Reserve Before| sHSIP 99,566 4,088,850 10,672,807 30,904,396 .
Central Office After sHSIP 99,566 4,244,099 10,672,807 30,904,396
Eefore Totals $99,566 $0 $0 | $4,088,850 $0 $0 | $10,672,807 $0 $0 | $30,904,396 $0 $0 Actions do not affect air quality
Adjustment Totals $0 $0 $0 $155,249 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 onformity.
After Totals $99,566 $0 $0 | $4,088,850 $0 $0 | $10,672,807 $0 $0 | $30,904,396 $0 $0

NOTES

PATIP\TIP Actions & Amend 2023 P,

hed_Mar2024\DVRPC Fiscal Constraint Charts - March 2024\FCC436 - D6 - sHSIP - MPMS 104365 PE UTL ROW Deobs - nvr.xlsx




FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART
FFY 2023-2026 TIP Highway/Bridge

Administrative Action (MA ID: 133816)

BVIRELE ] ST i 5t Fund Type FFY 2023 FFY 2024 FFY 2025 FFY 2026 Remarks
Project Title MPMS|] Phase | Amts] Fed State Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth
Castor Ave. Roundabout Before
1005/SP3 110958 ROW |Adjust] sHSIP 50,000 Add phase to approved project
Philadelphia After | sHSIP 50,000
HSIP Set Aside Reserve Before] sHSIP 4,189,679 10,672,807 30,904,396 . o
/ 101969 CON  |Adjust| sHSIP (50,000) Hj:f’ceSg; ﬁiﬁlzz Reserve line item
Central Office After sHSIP 4,139,679 10,672,807 30,904,396
Eefore Totals $0 $0 $0 | $4,189,679 $0 $0 |$10,672,807 $0 $0 |$30,904,396 $0 $0 Actions do not affect air quality
Adjustment Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 onformity.
After Totals $0 $0 $0 | $4,189,679 $0 $0 |$10,672,807 $0 $0 |$30,904,396 $0 $0

P:\TIP\TIP Actions &

NOTES

Amend 2023 P,

tached_Mar2024\DVRPC Fiscal Constraint Charts - March 2024\FCC443 - D6 - sHSIP - MPMS 110958 ROW Add - nvr.xIsx




FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART
FFY 2023-2026 TIP Highway/Bridge

Administrative Action (MA ID: 133823)
NIEIFE | TN 3 T Fund Type FFY 2023 FFY 2024 FFY 2025 FFY 2026 Remarks
Project Title MPMS|] Phase | Amts] Fed State Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth
HSIP Set Aside Reserve Before] sHSIP 4,139,679 10,672,807 30,904,396
B HSIP Set Aside Reserve line item
/ 101969| CON  [Adjust| sHSIP (875,000) ource of funds.
Central Office After sHSIP 3,264,679 10,672,807 30,904,396
Marshall Rd. Safety Improv (C) Before
2024/SIP 110965 CON  |Adjust] sHSIP 875,000 Add phase to program to cover AUC.
Delaware After sHSIP 875,000
Before Totals $0 $0 $0 | $4,139,679 $0 $0 |$10,672,807 $0 $0 |$30,904,396 $0 $0 Actions do not affect air qualit
Adjustment Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 onformity. quallty
After Totals $0 $0 $0 | $4,139,679 $0 $0 |$10,672,807 $0 $0 |$30,904,396 $0 $0
NOTES

P:\TIP\TIP Actions & Mai Amend 2023 P, tached_Mar2024\DVRPC Fiscal Constraint Charts - March 2024\FCC446 - D6 - sHSIP - MPMS 110965 CON Increase - nvr.xlsx




FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

FFY 2023-2026 TIP Highway/Bridge

Administratis\%g?tti)sgpém 1D: 133858) Fund Type FFY 2023 FFY 2024 FFY 2025 FFY 2026 Remarks
Project Title MPMS Phase Amts Fed State Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth Federal State Loc/Oth
TAP Reserve Before| TAP 347,224 620,920 6,714,238 28,604,000
/ 60560 CON  |Adjust| TAP (127,000) 127,000 Balancing source
Central Office After TAP 347,224 493,920 6,841,238 28,604,000
Chestnut St. Ped. Islands Before| TAP 500,000 500,000
3/CPI 118351 CON Adjust | TAP 500,000 (500,000) Cashflow to estimated let date
Philadelphia After TAP 1,000,000
Walkable Chadds Ford Before| TAP 842,000 1,031,000 127,000
1/WCF 111487 CON  |Adjust| TAP 127,000 (127,000) Cashflow to estimated let date
Delaware After TAP 842,000 1,158,000
Octoraro Trail Phase 1 Before| TAP 500,000 663,000
/0TC 111486 CON Adjust | TAP (500,000) 500,000 Cashflow to estimated let date
Delaware After TAP 1,163,000
Before Totals $1,189,224 $0 $0 | $2,651,920 $0 $0 | $8,004,238 $0 $0 | $28,604,000 $0 $0 . . .
Adjustment Totals $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 Ag:%':fnﬂi not affect air quality
After Totals $1,189,224 $0 $0 | $2,651,920 $0 $0 | $8,004,238 $0 $0 | $28,604,000 $0 $0

NOTES

P:\TIP\TIP Actions & Mai Amend 2023 P,

tached_Mar2024\DVRPC Fiscal Constraint Charts - March 2024\FCC453 - TAP - D6 - Cashflows - jmc.xlsx




NJDOT Fiscal Constraint Charts
(March 2024)




DVRPC FY24-33 -1

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

01/30/2024

FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK BEFORE MODIFICATIONS

FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
NET- FEDERAL 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
PROJECT NAME DB# |PHASE| FUND COUNTY | FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
BEFORE ) ; . . :
ADA South, Contract 4 0.000 8.150 0.000 0.000 8.150
15423 | CON | STBGP-FLEX | Camden 8.150 (8.150) 0.000 0.000 0.000
AFTER 8.150 0.000 0.000 0.000 8.150
BEFORE ) ) . . .
Route 130, CR 545 1.440 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.440
(Farnsworth Avenue) 12346A | ROW NHPP Burlington |  (1.440) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (1.440)
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
BEFORE ) i . . ]
Route 168, Route 42 to CR 10.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 10.500
544 (Evesham Road) 15396 | CON NHPP camden | (10.500) | 10.500 0.000 0.000 0.000
AFTER 0.000 10.500 0.000 0.000 10.500
BEFORE ) ) . . :
Route 47, Grove St. to 66.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 66.500
Route 130, Pavement 12305 | CON NHPP Gloucester [ 18.200 0.000 0.000 0.000 18.200
AFTER 84.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 84.700
BEFORE ) ; . . .
Route 168, Merchant Street 23.300 0.000 0.000 0.000 23.300
to Ferry Avenue, Pavement | 19349 | con NHPP Camden | (9.916) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (9.916)
AFTER 13.384 0.000 0.000 0.000 13.384
BEFORE ) ; . . :
Route 168, Merchant Street 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
to Ferry Avenue, Pavement | 14341 | con INFRA Camden 8.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 8.000
AFTER 8.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 8.000
BEFORE ) ; . . :
Route 168, Merchant Street 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
to Ferry Avenue, Pavement | 44341 | con STATE Camden 2.267 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.267
AFTER 2.267 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.267
) BEFORE 6.844 0.000 0.000 0.000 6.844
Releases From Prior Year
Unobligated Balances N/A | ERC |VARFEDERAL-F| Various | (6.844) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (6.844)
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Total 7.917 2.350 0.000 0.000 10.267
FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK AFTER MODIFICATIONS
FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
NET- FEDERAL 2.350 (2.350) 0.000 0.000 0.000

... the net result for the first fiscal year must be that the Fiscal Constraint Bank has a zero or positive balance and that the net result for the
constrained TIP/STIP period must also be a zero or positive balance. This will allow for temporary imbalances in the second, third, and fourth years,
but will still maintain the overall Fiscal Constraint of the TIP/STIP. (MOU - Section C, Subsection 2, Paragraph 2)




DVRPC FY24-33 -2

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

02/14/2024

FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK BEFORE MODIFICATIONS

(36.011)

(30.232)

(166.858)

(233.101)

(65.399)

FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27 FFY 28 FFY 29 FFY 30 FFY 31 FFY 32 FFY 33 FFY 24-33
NET- FEDERAL 2.350 (2.350) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
PROJECT NAME DB# |PHASE FUND COUNTY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27 FFY 28 FFY 29 FFY 30 FFY 31 FFY 32 FFY 33 FFY 24-33
Route 295/42/1-76, Direct BEFORE 0.000 36.011 30.232 0.000 66.243 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 66.243
Connection, Contract 4
355E CON NHFP-HWY Camden 0.000 (36.011) (30.232) 0.000 (66.243) 0.000 20.000 20.000 20.000 6.243 0.000 0.000
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 20.000 20.000 20.000 6.243 0.000 66.243
Route 295/42/1-76, Direct BEFORE 0.000 0.000 0.000 166.858 166.858 115.399 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 282.257
Connection, Contract 4
355E CON NHPP Camden 0.000 0.000 0.000 (166.858) (166.858) (65.399) 60.000 60.000 70.450 52.257 0.000 10.450
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 50.000 60.000 60.000 70.450 52.257 0.000 292.707

FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK AFTER MODIFICATIONS

FUNDING SOURCE

FUNDING CATEGORY

FFY 24

FFY 25

FFY 26

FFY 27

FFY 24-27

FFY 28

FFY 29

FFY 30

FFY 31

FFY 32

FFY 33

FFY 24-33

NET- FEDERAL

2.350

33.661

30.232

166.858

233.101

65.399

(80.000)

(80.000)

(90.450)

(58.500)

0.000

(10.450)

... the net result for the first fiscal year must be that the Fiscal Constraint Bank has a zero or positive balance and that the net result for the constrained TIP/STIP period must also be a zero or positive balance. This will allow for temporary
third, and fourth years, but will still maintain the overall Fiscal Constraint of the TIP/STIP. (MOU - Section C, Subsection 2, Paragraph 2)

imbalances in the second,




DVRPC FY24-33 -3 FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART 02/28/2024
FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK BEFORE MODIFICATIONS
FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27 FFY 28 FFY 29 FFY 30 FFY 31 FFY 32 FFY 33 FFY 24-33
NET- FEDERAL 2.350 33.661 30.232 166.858 233.101 65.399 (80.000) (80.000) (90.450) (58.500) 0.000 (10.450)
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
PROJECT NAME DB# |PHASE FUND COUNTY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27 FFY 28 FFY 29 FFY 30 FFY 31 FFY 32 FFY 33 FFY 24-33
Route 73, Granite Avenue BEFORE 1.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.600
toRoute 41 18383 PE STBGP-FLEX | Burlington |  (1.600) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (1.600) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 (1.600)
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Route 73, Granite Avenue BEFORE 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
to Route 41 18383 PE HSIP-VRUS Burlington 1.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.600
AFTER 1.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.600
Route 73, Granite Avenue BEFORE 0.000 0.000 2.300 0.000 2.300 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.300
toRoute 41 18383 | DES STBGP-FLEX | Burlington 0.000 0.000 (2.300) 0.000 (2.300) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 (2.300)
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Route 73, Granite Avenue BEFORE 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
to Route 41 18383 | DES HSIP-VRUS Burlington 0.000 0.000 2.300 0.000 2.300 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.300
AFTER 0.000 0.000 2.300 0.000 2.300 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.300
Route 73, Granite Avenue BEFORE 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.500 4.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.500
toRoute 41 18383 | ROW STBGP-FLEX | Burlington 0.000 0.000 0.000 (4.500) (4.500) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 (4.500)
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Route 73, Granite Avenue BEFORE 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
toRoute 41 18383 | ROW HSIP-VRUS Burlington 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.500 4.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.500
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.500 4.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.500
Route 73, Granite Avenue BEFORE 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 11.900 0.000 11.900
toRoute 41 18383 | CON STBGP-FLEX | Burlington 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 (11.900) 0.000 (11.900)
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000




FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK BEFORE MODIFICATIONS
FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27 FFY 28 FFY 29 FFY 30 FFY 31 FFY 32 FFY 33 FFY 24-33
NET- FEDERAL 2.350 33.661 30.232 166.858 233.101 65.399 (80.000) (80.000) (90.450) (58.500) 0.000 (10.450)
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
PROJECT NAME DB# |PHASE FUND COUNTY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27 FFY 28 FFY 29 FFY 30 FFY 31 FFY 32 FFY 33 FFY 24-33
Route 73, Granite Avenue BEFORE 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
to Route 41
18383 | CON HSIP-VRUS Burlington 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 11.900 0.000 11.900
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 11.900 0.000 11.900

FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK AFTER MODIFICATIONS
FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27 FFY 28 FFY 29 FFY 30 FFY 31 FFY 32 FFY 33 FFY 24-33
NET- FEDERAL 3.950 33.661 32.532 171.358 241.501 65.399 (80.000) (80.000) (90.450) (46.600) 0.000 9.850
... the net result for the first fiscal year must be that the Fiscal Constraint Bank has a zero or positive balance and that the net result for the constrained TIP/STIP period must also be a zero or positive balance. This will allow for temporary
third, and fourth years, but will still maintain the overall Fiscal Constraint of the TIP/STIP. (MOU - Section C, Subsection 2, Paragraph 2)

imbalances in the second,




Statewide FY24-33 -1

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

01/23/2024

FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK BEFORE MODIFICATIONS

FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
NET- FEDERAL 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
PROJECT NAME DB# [PHASE| FUND COUNTY | FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
BEFORE ) : . : :
Statewide Traffic 17.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 17.000
Operations and Support 13308 | EC NHPP Various 2.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.000
Program
AFTER 19.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 19.000
BEFORE ) : . . :
Mobility and Systems 6.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 6.000
Engineering Program 13306 | EC NHPP Various 5.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 5.700
AFTER 11.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 11.700
) BEFORE 7.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 7.700
Releases From Prior Year
Unobligated Balances N/A | ERC |VARFEDERAL-F| Various | (7.700) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (7.700)
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Total 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK AFTER MODIFICATIONS
FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
NET- FEDERAL 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

... the net result for the first fiscal year must be that the Fiscal Constraint Bank has a zero or positive balance and that the net result for the
constrained TIP/STIP period must also be a zero or positive balance. This will allow for temporary imbalances in the second, third, and fourth years,
but will still maintain the overall Fiscal Constraint of the TIP/STIP. (MOU - Section C, Subsection 2, Paragraph 2)




Statewide FY24-33 -2

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

01/30/2024

FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK BEFORE MODIFICATIONS

FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
NET- FEDERAL 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
PROJECT NAME DB# [PHASE| FUND COUNTY | FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
BEFORE : ! . . .
Sign Structure Replacement 4.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.600
Contract 2021-2 22319 | CON NHPP various | (4.600) 4.600 0.000 0.000 0.000
AFTER 0.000 4.600 0.000 0.000 4.600
Total (4.600) 4.600 0.000 0.000 0.000
FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK AFTER MODIFICATIONS
FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
NET- FEDERAL 4.600 (4.600) 0.000 0.000 0.000

... the net result for the first fiscal year must be that the Fiscal Constraint Bank has a zero or positive balance and that the net result for the
constrained TIP/STIP period must also be a zero or positive balance. This will allow for temporary imbalances in the second, third, and fourth years,
but will still maintain the overall Fiscal Constraint of the TIP/STIP. (MOU - Section C, Subsection 2, Paragraph 2)




Statewide FY24-33 -3

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

02/02/2024

FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK BEFORE MODIFICATIONS

FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
NET- FEDERAL 4.600 (4.600) 0.000 0.000 0.000
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
PROJECT NAME DB# |PHASE FUND COUNTY | FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
BEFORE . ! ) . -
Drainage Rehabilitation & 23.000 oy 0.000 ey 2o
Improvements X154D | EC PFP Various (22.703) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (22.703)
AFTER 0.297 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.297
BEFORE . ! ) . !
Drainage Rehabilitation & 0.000 ooy 0.000 gy Ly
Improvements X154D | EC STBGP-FLEX | Various 22.703 0.000 0.000 0.000 22.703
AFTER 22.703 0.000 0.000 0.000 22.703
Total 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK AFTER MODIFICATIONS
FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
NET- FEDERAL 4.600 (4.600) 0.000 0.000 0.000

... the net result for the first fiscal year must be that the Fiscal Constraint Bank has a zero or positive balance and that the net result for the
constrained TIP/STIP period must also be a zero or positive balance. This will allow for temporary imbalances in the second, third, and fourth years,
but will still maintain the overall Fiscal Constraint of the TIP/STIP. (MOU - Section C, Subsection 2, Paragraph 2)




Statewide FY24-33 -4

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

02/23/2024

FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK BEFORE MODIFICATIONS

FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27

NET- FEDERAL 4.600 (4.600) 0.000 0.000 0.000
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS

PROJECT NAME DB# [PHASE| FUND COUNTY | FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
Delaware & Raritan Canal BEFORE 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Bridges 15322 | ERC DEMO Mercer 0.019 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.019
AFTER 0.019 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.019
Total 0.019 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.019

FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK AFTER MODIFICATIONS

FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY 24 FFY 25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27

NET- FEDERAL 4.600 (4.600) 0.000 0.000 0.000

... the net result for the first fiscal year must be that the Fiscal Constraint Bank has a zero or positive balance and that the net result for the
constrained TIP/STIP period must also be a zero or positive balance. This will allow for temporary imbalances in the second, third, and fourth years,
but will still maintain the overall Fiscal Constraint of the TIP/STIP. (MOU - Section C, Subsection 2, Paragraph 2)




Statewide FY24-33 -5

FISCAL CONSTRAINT CHART

02/26/2024

FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK BEFORE MODIFICATIONS

FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY24 | FFY25 FFY 26 FEY 27 FFY 24-27
NET- FEDERAL 4.600 (4.600) 0.000 0.000 0.000
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
PROJECT NAME DB# |PHASE| FUND COUNTY | FFY24 | FFY25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
Delaware & Raritan Canal BEFORE 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Bridges 15322 | ERC NHPP Mercer 2.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.500
AFTER 2.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.500
Releases From Prior Year BEFORE 2.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.500
Unobligated Balances N/A | ERC |VARFEDERAL-F| Various | (2.500) 0.000 0.000 0.000 (2.500)
AFTER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Total 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
FISCAL CONSTRAINT BANK AFTER MODIFICATIONS
FUNDING SOURCE FUNDING CATEGORY FFY24 | FFY25 FFY 26 FFY 27 FFY 24-27
NET- FEDERAL 4.600 (4.600) 0.000 0.000 0.000

... the net result for the first fiscal year must be that the Fiscal Constraint Bank has a zero or positive balance and that the net result for the
constrained TIP/STIP period must also be a zero or positive balance. This will allow for temporary imbalances in the second, third, and fourth years,
but will still maintain the overall Fiscal Constraint of the TIP/STIP. (MOU - Section C, Subsection 2, Paragraph 2)




SEPTA Fiscal Constraint Charts
(March 2024)




DVRPC FFY 2023-2026 TIP for Pennsylvania

Fiscal Constraint Chart

SEPTA TIP Actions for March 2024
Federal and State Funds (in $1,000s)

X i Fund Type FFY 2024 FFY 2025 FFY 2026
Project Title MPMS Phase Comments
Amts Fed State Fed State Local Fed State Local Fed State Local
Before 5307 1514 0 0 0 69,517 0 0 8,001 127,143 0
Before 5305 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Before 5337 1514 45,699 4,492 150 66,718 0 0 23,998 0 0
Before RAISE 1514 65,000 77,420 2,580
Before 5339B 1514 0 0 0 6,891 68,280 0 0 0 0
Before 5339C 1514 9,800 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Before ARPA 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Before RVR
Before OTH 1514 0 0 94,892 0 0 58,330 0 0 120,607
Before n/a 1514 0 91,843 3,061 0 0 2,276 0 0 4,233
Adjust 5307 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Adjust 5305 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Adjust 5337 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Adjust RAISE 1514 0 0 0
Projects of Adjust 53398 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Amendment to add new competitive
Significance 115472 ERC Adjust 5339C o1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 grant to the TIP
Adjust ARPA 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Adjust RVR 1514 48,453 0 0 134,757 0 0 133,950 0 0
Adjust OTH 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Adjust n/a 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Adjust] 48,453 0 0 134,757 0 0 133,950 0 0
After 5307 1514 0 0 0 69,517 0 0 8,001 127,143 0
After 5305 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
After 5337 1514 45,699 4,492 150 66,718 0 0 23,998 0 0
After RAISE 1514 65,000 77,420 2,580
After 5339B 1514 0 0 0 6,891 68,280 0 0 0 0
After 5339C 1514 9,800 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
After ARPA 1514 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
After RVR 48,453 0 0 134,757 0 0 133,950 0 0
After OTH 1514 0 0 94,892 0 0 58,330 0 0 120,607
After n/a 1514 0 91,843 3,061 0 0 2,276 0 0 4,233
Before 936,376 446,970 244,106 367,900 356,665 210,939 370,800 353,351 220,731
Summary of Changes Adjust 48,453 0 0 134,757 0 0 133,950 0 0
After 984,829 446,970 244,106 502,657 356,665 210,939 504,750 353,351 220,731




DVRPC Local Fiscal Constraint Chart
(March 2024)




* positive number denotes a surplus/(Negative) denotes a deficit, decrease, or return to the appropriate line item.

DVRPC FY2024 TIP for New Jersey (FY24-FY27)

Fiscal Constraint Chart #6

DVRPC Local Highway Program (in Millions)

Informational and Formal TIP Actions First Four Years of the TIP (FY24-27) Out Years (FY28-33)
2o Remarks
- " 4-Yr out vrs | Total
Project Title/Local/Sponsor DB # Phase |Action |Fund Type 2024 2025 | 2026 | 2027 Total 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 2032 | 2033 Total
Before STBGP-PHILA| 0.777| 0.305| 0.000| 0.000 1.082| 0.000 | 1.815 | 4.988 | 9.416 |11.006 [12.174 |39.399 |40.481 | Administrative action to add $3.218 M STBGP-PHILA to the FY24 ERC
Phase; remove $0.305 M STBGP-PHILA from the FY25 ERC Phase;
remove $0.5 M STBGP-PHILA from the FY29 ERC Phase; remove $3.5
DVRPC, Future Projects Adjust STBGP-PHILA| 3.218( -0.305| 0.000( 0.000 2.913| 0.000 | (0.500)| (3.500)| (1.554)| 0.000 | 0.000 | (5.554)| (2.641)| M STBGP-PHILA from the FY30 ERC Phase; and remove $1.554 M
Local STBGP-PHILA from the FY31 ERC Phase. A total of $1.782 M STBGP-
Various PHILA will be removed, from $40.481 M STBGP-PHILA to $38.699 M
D026 ERC After STBGP-PHILA| 3.995| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000 3.995| 0.000 | 1.315 | 1.488 | 7.862 [11.006 (12.174 |33.845 |37.840 |STBGP-PHILA.
Resurfacing & Safety Improvements to Kings
Highway (CR 551) from the Roundabout To Before STBGP-PHILA 0.000| o0.000 0000 0.000 0.000 | 0.000
Glen Echo Avenue (CR 538) Formal action to add the Resurfacing & Safety Improvements to
Local Adjust STBGP-PHILA| 1.339| 0.000 0.000 1.339] 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 1.339 | Kings Highway (CR 551) from the Roundabout To Glen Echo Avenue
Gloucester (CR 538) (DB #D2406) into the TIP for CON in FY24 in the amount of
D2406 CON After STBGP-PHILA| 1.339| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000 1.339| 0.000 | 0.000 [ 0.000 | 0.000 [ 0.000 [ 0.000 | 0.000 | 1.339 |$1.339 M STBGP-PHILA.
New or Upgraded Trafflc Signal Systems at Before STBGP-PHILA 0.000| 0.000| 0.000 0.000 0.000 | 0.000
Intersections, Phase 1
Local Adjust STBGP-PHILA|  0.150| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000] 0.150| 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.150
City of Camden Administrative action to add $0.15 M STBGP-PHILA funded DES
D2020 DES After STBGP-PHILA| 0.150( 0.000( 0.000| 0.000 0.150| 0.000 | 0.000 [ 0.000 | 0.000 [ 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.150 |Phase to FY24.
Rancocas Creek Gregnwgy, Laurel Run Park Before STBGP-PHILA| 4.707| 0.000| o0.000| 0.000 4.707 0.000 | 4.707
(Circuit) Administrative action to delay the $4.707 M STBGP-PHILA funded
Local Adjust STBGP-PHILA| -4.707| 1.305| 1.054| 2.000| -0.348| 1.500 | 0.000 | 0.000 1.500 | 1.152 | CON Phase from FY24 to FY25 with an overall increase of $1.152 M.
Burlington Funding will be broken down as follows: FY24: $0.0 M; FY25: $1.305
D2207 CON | After STBGP-PHILA| 0.000| 1.305| 1.054| 2.000 4.359| 1.500 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 [ 0.000 | 0.000 | 1.500 | 5.859 | M; FY26: $1.054 M; FY27: $2 M; FY28: $1.5 M.
Kaighn Avenue (CR 607), Bridge over Cooper
River (Roadway and Bridge Before STBGP-PHILA 2.008| 1.969| 2.690 6.667 1351 | 1.300 2651 | 9.318 |Administrative action to shift a total of $4.054 M STBGP-PHILA to
Improvements) LFY. Funding will be shifted as follows: remove $1 M from FY25;
Local Adjust STBGP-PHILA|  0.000| -1.000| -1.054| -2.000| -4.054| 1.000 | 0.500 | 1.000 | 1.554 4.054 | 0.000 | remove $1.054 M from FY26; remove 52 M from FY27; add 51 M to
Camden FY28; add $0.5 M to FY29, add $1 M to FY30; and add $1.554 M to
D1709 CON |After STBGP-PHILA| 0.000| 1.008| 0.915| 0.690 2.613| 1.000 [ 1.851 | 2.300 [ 1.554 [ 0.000 | 0.000 | 6.705 | 9.318 |FY31.
CR 706 (Cooper Street) Bridge over Before STBGP-PHILA 0.000| 0.000| 1.690| 1.690] 5.053 | 2.183 | 0.000 7.236 | 8.926
Almonesson Creek (Bridge 3-K-3)
Local Adjust STBGP-PHILA| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000] (2.500)| 0.000 | 2.500 0.000 | 0.000
Gloucester Administrative action to shift $2.5 M STBGP-PHILA from FY28 to
D2017 CON | After STBGP-PHILA| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 1.690 1.690| 2.553 | 2.183 | 2.500 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 7.236 | 8.926 | FY30 inthe CON Phase.
Total Before| 5.484 | 2.313 | 1.969 | 4.380 8.662 0.000 | 1.815 | 4.988 | 9.416 |11.006 (12.174 |27.225 |35.887
Total Adjust| 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.00 | 0.000 |0.000 |0.000 |0.000 |0.000 |0.000 |0.000 | 0.000 |Fiscal Constraintis maintained.
Total After| 5.484 | 2.313 | 1.969 | 4.380 | 14.146 | 0.000 |1.315 |4.988 |7.862 |11.006 [12.174 |25.171 |39.317

1. ... the net result for the first fiscal year must be that the Fiscal Constraint Bank has a zero or positive balance and that the net result for the constrained TIP/STIP period must also be a zero or positive balance. This will allow for temporary imbalances in the second, third, and fourth
years, but will still maintain the overall Fiscal Constraint of the TIP/STIP. (MOU - Section C, Subsection 2, Paragraph 2)

2. Apportioned Program Funding Types that are Eligible for Transferability Under Section 126 of Title 23, United States Code are NHPP, STBGP (Formerly STP), HSIP, CMAQ, NHFP, and TAP. In other words, up to half of their programmed amounts in the TIP are transferable to another
Federal funding type. STBGP suballocated funds distributed by population are not transferable to other apportioned programs. Source: https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/cfo/transferability_qa.cfm
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Index of Frequently Used Transportation Acronyms,
Codes, and Terminology in the TIP Actions Packet

Updated as of August 23, 2022



*Acronym applies to the Pennsylvania (PA) TIP only.
**Acronym applies to the New Jersey (NJ) TIP only.

Index of Transportation Acronyms, Codes, and Terminology No asterisk means acronym applies to both PA and NJ TIPs

PROJECT PHASES OF WORK

Acronym | Definition Description
*CAP | Capital Acquisition Used to denote the acquisition of rolling stock by NJ TRANSIT.
*CAP | Capital Asset Construction Involves construction of buildings, structures, equipment, or intellectual property.

Involves traffic studies, needs analyses, corridor studies, and other preparatory work for New Jersey

*CD | Concept Development project development

CON | Construction Involves the actual building of a project.

Consists of taking a recommended solution and scope of work defined in the preliminary design

. . .
DES | Final Design phase and developing a final design, including right-of-way and construction plans.

DS | Debt Service Involves scheduled payments due for principal and interest on bonds for transit operator.
EC | Engineering/Construction Funding can be used for both design and/or construction costs.
ER | Engineering/Right-of-Way Funding can be used for both design and/or right-of-way costs.

ERC Engineering/Right-of- Funding can be used for design, right-of-way, and/or construction costs.

Way/Construction

The refinement of the Initial Preferred Alternative (IPA) based upon environmental studies,

FD | Final Design community input and the needs of the traveling public.

Preliminary design done by a local entity (local government, municipality) for New Jersey

**LPD | Local Preliminary Design . :
transportation projects.

OP | Operations Phase Funding can be used for any activity required for the operation of a transit system.

The process of advancing preliminary engineering and obtaining formal community and

. - :
PD | Preliminary Design environmental approval of the Initially Preferred Alternative for New Jersey transportation projects.




F — Denotes Federal Funding No asterisk means acronym applies to both PA and NJ TIPs.
S — Denotes State Funding *Acronym applies to the Pennsylvania (PA) TIP only.
L — Denotes Local Funding **Acronym applies to the New Jersey (NJ) TIP only.

PROJECT PHASES OF WORK (Continued)

Acronym | Definition Description

The process of advancing preliminary engineering and obtaining formal community and environmental

PE | Preliminary Engineering approval of the Initially Preferred Alternative for Pennsylvania transportation projects.

Involves traffic studies, needs analyses, corridor studies, and other work preparatory to project

PLS | Planning Study development

Intended to develop feasible project proposals that produce the best balance among transportation needs,

*PRD | Project Development . !
J P environmental values, public concerns, and costs.

Intended to develop feasible project proposals that produce the best balance among transportation needs,

*PR | Project Development ; .
environmental values, public concerns, and costs.

*PUR | Purchase of Equipment Involves the purchasing of equipment for Pennsylvania transportation projects.

ROW | Right-of-Way Acquisition | Involves purchasing the land needed to build a project.

Used to describe a series of coordinated smaller-scale projects in multiple locations, and in multiple

*% H
SWI | Statewide Investment phases work, that address a specific mobility issue

UTL | Utilities Utility relocation work associated with a project.




F — Denotes Federal Funding No asterisk means acronym applies to both PA and NJ TIPs.
S — Denotes State Funding *Acronym applies to the Pennsylvania (PA) TIP only.
L — Denotes Local Funding **Acronym applies to the New Jersey (NJ) TIP only.

HIGHWAY PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES

Acronym | Definition Description

State funding provided for Green Light-Go projects. Funds are appropriated out of the Motor
License Fund and provided in a form of grants to municipalities for the operation and

S *A-073 | Appropriation 073 maintenance of traffic signals along critical and designated corridors on state highways and
requires a municipal or private match of not less than 50% of the amount of funds to be
provided. See Act 89 of 2013: Title 75, Section 9511(e.1).

S *183/H-STATE | Appropriation 183 State funding which can be applied to local bridge projects.
S *185/H-STATE | Appropriation 185 State funding which can be applied to state bridge projects.
S *581/H-STATE | Appropriation 581 State funding which can be applied to highway projects on the state highway system.

State funding which can be applied to the operations of various maintenance activities such

S *582/H-STATE | Appropriation 582 . . . . .
as resurfacing projects maintenance personnel, and other maintenance operations

State funding to be used for the preservation and restoration of roadways and structurally

*i
S 916 | Act 44 deficient bridges as well as operations and maintenance of the system.
S *ACT13 | Act 13 of 2012 State funding from the Marcel_lu_s Shale_lmpact F_ee to fun_d the cost of replacement or repair of
locally owned (county or municipal) at-risk deteriorated bridges.
S “BND | Bond Eunds State funding made available from the sale of state bonds and is applied to resurfacing

projects, structurally deficient bridge projects, safety and capacity management projects.

*BFP-OS- | Bridge Formula Program This federal-aid funding category established under the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act

F . (I1JA), provides funds to replace, rehabilitate, preserve, protect, and construct bridges on public
BRDG | Off System Bridge roads. This funding is used for bridges that are off the federal-aid system.
This federal-aid funding category established under the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act
F BFP | Bridge Formula Program (113A), provides funds to replace, rehabilitate, preserve, protect, and construct bridges on public
roads.
= BRIDGE Provides funding for the rehabilitation or replacement of bridges defined as structurally

Federal Bridge Program deficient and/or functionally obsolete. This program is merged into NHPP in MAP-21.

Provides funding for the rehabilitation or replacement of bridges that are off the federal-aid
F *BRIDGE-OFF system and are defined as structurally deficient and/or functionally obsolete. This program is
merged into NHPP in MAP-21.




F — Denotes Federal Funding
S — Denotes State Funding
L — Denotes Local Funding

No asterisk means acronym applies to both PA and NJ TIPs.
*Acronym applies to the Pennsylvania (PA) TIP only.
**Acronym applies to the New Jersey (NJ) TIP only.

HIGHWAY PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES (Continued)

Acronym | Definition Description
Carbon Reduction This federal-aid funding category established under the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act
F CR Proaram (IIJA), provides funds for projects to reduce transportation emissions or the development of
9 carbon reduction strategies.
gr?éosszg\tlj;Response This federal-aid funding category was established under the The Coronavirus Response and
F CRRSAA y Relief Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2021 (CRRSAA) and appropriated funds by
Supplemental eographic regions
Appropriations Act geograp 9 '
Federal transportation acts sometimes target specific projects in various states in addition to
general programs for federal support. This funding category includes “demonstration” funding
F DEMO | Demonstration Funds provided under Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Projects with
“demonstration”, or “high priority project”, funding often have special rules of use.
= EB | Equity Bonus Program _Prowdes federal funding to states based on equity considerations. This program is discontinued
in MAP-21.
Emeraency Relief Provides federal funding for emergency and permanent repairs on Federal-aid highways and
F ER Pro rgm y roads on Federal lands that have suffered serious damage as a result of a natural or man-made
g disaster.
S *ECON | Economic Development Special bond funding from.the State Department of Economic Development. This fund type is
now known as Transportation Infrastructure Investment (TIFF).
= *ECON-R American Recovery and Provides American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funding to State projects for restoration,
Reinvestment Act Funds repair, construction and other activities under the Surface Transportation Program.
Economic Development A portion of Pennsylvania’s funds are reserved each year for transportation improvements
F *eSTP | Surface Transportation associated with economic development opportunities. Decisions on how to utilize this funding
Program Funds will be at the discretion of the Secretary of Transportation.
Provides funding for the rehabilitation and/or development of ferry facilities throughout the
F FERRY | Federal Ferry Funds State. FERRY is replaced by FBP in MAP-21.




F — Denotes Federal Funding

S — Denotes State Funding
L — Denotes Local Funding

No asterisk means acronym applies to both PA and NJ TIPs.

*Acronym applies to the Pennsylvania (PA) TIP only.
**Acronym applies to the New Jersey (NJ) TIP only.

HIGHWAY PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES (Continued)

Acronym | Definition Description
National Electric Vehicle This federal-aid funding category established under the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act
F *NEVFP (IJA), provides funds for electric vehicle charging infrastructure and to establish an
Formula Program . " . .
interconnected network to facilitate data collection, access, and reliability.
Promoting Resilient Operations for Transformative, Efficient, and Cost-Saving Transportation
= +PEP PROTECT Formula (PROTECT) was established under the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (11JA), provides
Program funds for planning, resilience improvements, community resilience and evacuation routes, and
at-risk coastal infrastructure.
Provides funding previously made available under various smaller federal-aid categories as well
Surface Transportation as broad, flexible components, such as safety and projects under the new Transportation
= STBGPP | Block Grant Program Alternatives program (TAP). For the first time, truck parking and surface transportation
(formerly STP) | (formerly Surface infrastructure improvements at port terminals became eligible under MAP-21. STP remained
Transportation Program) the core federal highway program and with the broadest eligibility criteria in MAP-21. New
eligible project categories added, while existing eligibilities are maintained under the FAST Act.
x Surface Transportation This federal-aid funding category provides funds for the rehabilitation or replacement of bridges
STBGP-0OS- . - . : "
F BRDG Block Grant Program Off | defined as structurally deficient and/or functionally obsolete according to federal definitions.
System Bridges This funding is used for bridges that are off the federal-aid system.
Urban allocation of flexible federal funding that may be used by states and localities for projects
Surface Transportation on any Federal Aid highway, including the NHS and bridge projects on any road.
F STP-STU . . ) : i . .
Program-Urban Allocation | Funds are typically used on highway projects, but can be used for transit capital projects and
intracity and intercity bus terminals and facilities.
Provides funding for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and safety programs, scenic and
. historic highway programs, landscaping and scenic beautification, historic preservation,
Surface Transportation . cLo2 ot S v i
: environmental mitigation, rehabilitation of historic facilities related to transportation, renovated
F STP-TE | Program-Transportation il-trail d oth . i . 4 : q
Enhancement Program streetscapes, rail-trails and other transportation trails, transportation museums, and scenic an
historic highway program visitor centers. STP-TE was incorporated into the Transportation
Alternatives Program (TAP) in MAP-21.




F — Denotes Federal Funding No asterisk means acronym applies to both PA and NJ TIPs.
S — Denotes State Funding *Acronym applies to the Pennsylvania (PA) TIP only.
L — Denotes Local Funding **Acronym applies to the New Jersey (NJ) TIP only.

HIGHWAY PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES (Continued)

Acronym | Definition Description
Provides set-aside federal funding for programs combined from the previous authorization,
SAFETEA-LU, which are: Transportation Enhancements, Recreational Trails, and the federal-
Surface Transportation aid Safe Routes to School (SRTS). TAP funds may be transferred to NHPP, STP, HSIP,
STP Set-Aside | Program Set-Aside CMAQ or PL, or to the Federal Transit Administration for TAP-eligible projects. Under FAST
(formerly TAP | (formerly Transportation Act, program’s core elements and existing eligibilities are maintained. However, funds will no
Alternatives Program) longer be a takedown of core programs. MPOs with over 200,000 populations may flex
(transfer) half of funds for any STP-eligible project, but MPOs must distribute funds “in
consultation with the relevant state.”
: Special federal funding from congressional earmarks provided under ISTEA, TEA-21, and
F SXF | Special Federal Earmarks SAFETEA-LU.
Transportation Formerly Economic Development, $25 million state funds are reserved each year for
S *TIFF | Infrastructure Investment | transportation improvements associated with economic development opportunities. Decisions
Fund on how to utilize this funding will be at the discretion of the Secretary of Transportation.
Competitive
Transportation Investment | Special federal economic recovery funding used to spur a national competition for innovative,
F | TIGER or CTDG | Generating Economic multi-modal and multi-jurisdictional transportation projects that promise significant economic
Recovery Discretionary and environmental benefits to an entire metropolitan area, a region, or the nation.
Grants
S *TTF | Transportation Trust Fund | Provides funding from the New Jersey Transportation Trust Fund.
State Appropriations Competitive statewide program established by Act 89 of 2013 to provide grants to ensure that a
S *411/MTF | 411/Multimodal safe and reliable system of transportation is available for the residents of the Commonwealth of
Transportation Fund Pennsylvania.




F — Denotes Federal Funding No asterisk means acronym applies to both PA and NJ TIPs.
S — Denotes State Funding *Acronym applies to the Pennsylvania (PA) TIP only.
L — Denotes Local Funding *Acronym applies to the New Jersey (NJ) TIP only.

TRANSIT PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES

Acronym | Definition Description
S *CASINO Casino Revenue Provides state transit funding from the annual allocation of the 7.5 percent of the Casino Tax
REVENUE Fund appropriated for transportation services for senior and disabled persons.
*
S T-B(C):r?d/ Capital Bonds State funding used to match federal grants and support State funded initiatives.

Federal funding freed up on existing COPS Notes substituting insurance policy for a cash

o - .
F COPS | State Certificates of Participation reserve fund to guarantee payment to the note holders.

F DRPA | Delaware River Port Authority Delaware River Port Authority funds.
FTA Provides funding for the rehabilitation and/or development of ferry facilities throughout the
F FERRY | Federal Ferry Funds-FTA state. It is discontinued in MAP-21.
F HPP10 | High Priority Projects Special funding from congressional earmark provided under SAFETEA-LU.
F HPP20 | High Priority Projects Special funding from congressional earmark provided under SAFETEA-LU.

Provides funding for selected municipal plans that either increase job accessibility for the most
disadvantaged members of the population, or facilitate reverse commute movements. MAP-21
Job Access and Reverse . . . .
F JARC Commute Proaram has repealed this program, but transit agencies can choose to use their formula funds from
9 Section 5307 (Urbanized Area Formula Grants) and Section 5311 (Non-urbanized Area
Formula Program) to continue funding JARC projects.




F — Denotes Federal Funding
S — Denotes State Funding
L — Denotes Local Funding

No asterisk means acronym applies to both PA and NJ TIPs.
*Acronym applies to the Pennsylvania (PA) TIP only.
*Acronym applies to the New Jersey (NJ) TIP only.

TRANSIT PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES (Continued)

Acronym

NEW
FREEDOM

Definition

FTA 5317 Formula Program

Description

Provides funding for projects that improve public transportation services, and alternatives to
public transportation, for people with disabilities beyond those required by the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990. It has been merged with MAP-21’'s Section 5310 FTA Enhanced
Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program.

S *SEC 1514

Act 44 - Asset Improvement
Program

State Act 44 funding that is distributed to transit agencies based on their demonstrated need.
Funding can be used for debt service payments, asset improvement projects, and acquisition
of new assets.

S *SEC 1515

Act 44 - New Initiatives
Program

State Act 44 funding that is used to provide the framework to advance new or expansion of
existing fixed guideway projects.

S *SEC 1516

Act 44 - Programs of
Statewide Significance

State Act 44 funding that fund programs such as Persons With Disabilities, Welfare to Work,
Job Access and Reverse Commute, intercity passenger rail and bus services, community
transportation capital and service stabilization.

S *SEC 1517

Act 44 - Capital Improvement
Program

State Act 44 funding that is distributed on a formula based on the number of passengers
carried so that transit agencies will have a steady reliable stream of capital funding.

SEC 5303,
5304, & 5305

FTA Metropolitan & Statewide
and Nonmetropolitan
Transportation Planning

Provides funding and procedural requirements for the state and MPOs to develop
transportation plans and programs; plan, design and evaluate a public transportation project;
and conduct technical studies related to public transportation.

F SEC 5307

FTA Urbanized Area Formula
Grants Program

Federal Transit Administration Urbanized Area Formula Program provides funding for capital,
planning, and JARC-eligible activities as well as discretionary passenger ferry grants. Systems
with 100 or fewer buses in urbanized areas over 200,000 became eligible to receive funding
for operating expenses in MAP-21, but Section 5307 funds can no longer transfer to highway
programs.

F SEC 5309

FTA Capital Assistance
Program/ FTA Fixed Guideway
Capital Investments Grants/
“New Starts”

Federal Transit Administration Capital Investment Program funding that provides for transit
capital projects that meet specific criteria either by earmarks (5309D - 5309
Discretionary/5309B — 5309 Bus) or by apportionment under a formula that only includes New
Starts in MAP-21. Fixed Guideway Modernization and Bus and Bus Facilities programs, which
were previously funded by SEC 5309, are now funded in MAP-21's Sec. 5337 (State of Good
Repair Program) and Sec. 5339 (Bus and Bus Facilities Program).




TRANSIT PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES (Continued)

Acronym

Definition

Description

F | SEC 5309D

FTA funds

Federal Congressional earmarks to projects.

F SEC 5310

Elderly and Persons with
Disabilities Program

Provides funding for the purchase of small buses or van-type vehicles with lifts for private or
nonprofit agencies that serve the elderly and persons with disabilities.

Enhanced Mobility of Seniors
and Individuals with Disabilities
Program

Provides funding for two programs merged from the previous authorization in MAP-21: NEW
FREEDOM Sec. 5317 and previous authorization’s Section 5310 Elderly and Persons with
Disabilities Program.

F SEC 5311

Non-urbanized (Rural) Area
Formula Program

Provides funding for rural public transportation programs in areas with a population fewer than
50,000 according to the Census, including JARC-eligible activities from previous authorizations
and in MAP-21.

F SEC 5312

FTA Discretionary Public
Transportation Innovation

Provides funding to develop innovative products and services assisting transit agencies in
better meeting the needs of their customers. Under MAP-21 this fund source contain the Low
or No Emission Vehicle Deployment program.

F SEC 5318

FTA Bus Test Facility

Provides funding for a bus testing facility to ensure new models offered for purchase will meet
performance standards.

F SEC 5324

Public Transportation
Emergency Relief Program

Provides funding for capital and operating expenses to protect, repair, replace, or reconstruct
equipment and facilities in danger of failing or have suffered serious damage as a result of a
natural or man-made disaster that are not reimbursed by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA).

F SEC 5326

FTA Transit Asset Management

Provides transit asset management and reporting requirements across FTA’s grant programs
to promote accountability.




F — Denotes Federal Funding
S — Denotes State Funding
L — Denotes Local Funding

No asterisk means acronym applies to both PA and NJ TIPs.
*Acronym applies to the Pennsylvania (PA) TIP only.
*Acronym applies to the New Jersey (NJ) TIP only.

TRANSIT PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES

Acronym

F SEC 5337

Definition

State of Good Repair Program

Description

Provides dedicated formula-based funding for the replacement and rehabilitation of fixed
guideway system and high-intensity motor-bus systems that use high-occupancy vehicles
(HOV) lanes, including bus rapid transit (BRT), rail, and passenger ferries in order to
maintain public transportation systems in a state of good repair. Projects must be included
in a transit asset management plan.

F SEC 5339

Bus and Bus Facilities Program

Provides formula-based funding based on population, vehicle revenue miles, and
passenger miles to replace, rehabilitate, and purchase buses and related equipment, and
to construct bus-related facilities with a 20 percent local match requirement. This replaces
the previous authorization’s Section 5309 Bus and Bus Facilities program.

F SEC 5340

FTA 5340 Formula Program

Provides additional apportionment of funding to the Urbanized Area Formula and Rural
Area Formula programs in MAP-21 (Sec 5307 and 5311) as in previous authorizations.

F | SEC 5340-G

Growing States and High
Density States Programs

Half of these funds are apportioned based on specific 15 year population forecasts and half
are apportioned to urbanized areas within seven states identified in SAFETEA-LU,
including New Jersey.

S STATE

State Transportation Funds

Provides funding from New Jersey Transportation Trust Fund or the Pennsylvania State
Motor License Fund.

10



OTHER TRANSPORTATION ACRONYMS, CODES, AND TERMINOLOGY

Acronym

Advance
Construction

Definition
Allows a State to initiate a project using non-federal funds while preserving eligibility for future Federal-aid funds. After an

advance construction project is authorized, the State may convert the project to regular Federal- aid funding provided
Federal funds are made available for the project

Allocation An administrative distribution of funds for programs that do not have statutory distribution formulas.

AQ Code Air Quality Code

ARRA American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009

AUC Accrued Unbilled Cc_Jsts - Costs on a project that have been accrued, usually during construction, but have not yet been
programmed nor paid

CMP Congestion Management Process

Contract Authority A form of budget authority that permits obligations to be made in advance of appropriations.

CR County Road

DB# or DBNUM

NJDOT Database or Project Number

DOT

Department of Transportation

DRPA/PATCO Delaware River Port Authority/ Port Authority Transit Corporation
FAST Fixing America's Surface Transportation Act (signed into law by President Obama on Dec. 4, 2015)
FHWA Federal Highway Administration

Fiscal Constraint

A demonstration of sufficient funds (Federal, State, local, and private) to implement proposed transportation
system improvements, as well as to operate and maintain the entire system, through the comparison of revenues and
costs.

FTA

Federal Transit Administration

FY

Fiscal Year

lllustrative Projects

Additional projects that would be included in the adopted transportation improvement program if reasonable
additional resources beyond those identified in the financial plan were available.

ITS

Intelligent Transportation Systems

MAP-21

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (P.L. 112-141)

11




OTHER TRANSPORTATION ACRONYMS, CODES, AND TERMINOLOGY (Continued)

Acronym Definition
On November 15, 2021, President Biden signed the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (1IJA) (Public Law 117-58,
also known as the “Bipartisan Infrastructure Law” (BIL)) into law. It provides $550 billion over fiscal years 2022 through

[IJA/BIL , , — . I ; . ;
2026 in new Federal investment in infrastructure, including in roads, bridges, and mass transit, water infrastructure,
resilience, and broadband.

MPMS Multi-Modal Project Management System; Note that MPMS# is PennDOT Database or Project Number.

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization

NJDOT New Jersey Department of Transportation

NJTPA North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority

Non-attainment Area

Any geographic area that has not met the requirements for clean air as set out in the Clean Air Act of 1990.

NRS

Not Regionally Significant

Obligation

Binding agreement or commitment by the federal government to pay for the federal share of a project’s eligible cost and
thus result in immediate or future outlays to the State. Funds are considered used when they are “obligated” even though
cash has not yet been transferred to the State.

Obligation Authority

The total amount of funds that may be obligated in a year as determined by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
and adjusted by the State Department of Transportation.

Obligation Limitation

An annual Congressional restriction or ceiling on the amount of Federal assistance that may be obligated during a specific
period of time. Controls the rate at which funds may be used.

Over programmed

Associated with the TIP/STIP in which the cumulative total of the programmed projects/project phases, by year, exceed
the estimated revenues that are "reasonably expected to be available" to implement the TIP and/or STIP

PCTI

Pennsylvania Community Transportation Initiative

PennDOT

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation

Regionally Significant
Project

A transportation project (other than an exempt project) that is on a facility which serves regional transportation needs
including, 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 travel demand modeling of a metropolitan area's transportation
network.

SAFETEA-LU

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users

SEPTA

Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
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SJTPO South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization
STIP State Transportation Improvement Program
TSM Transportation Systems Management
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ACTION ITEM Date Prepared: February 22, 2024

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE SUMMARY SHEET
DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

REGIONAL TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING

MARCH 12, 2024

Agenda Item:

3. Adoption of the 2023 DVRPC Congestion Management Process (CMP)
Background/Analysis/Issues:

The Congestion Management Process (CMP) uses a variety of traffic data to identify
the most congested roadways in the DVRPC region. It uses this information along
with other analyses to recommend multimodal strategies that improve the flow of
people and goods, enhance safety, and expand travel options on the region’s
transportation network. The multimodal strategies help minimize costs, advance Long
Range Plan goals, and make regional transportation projects consistent with the CMP
and Long-Range Plan. The CMP evaluates the effectiveness of implemented
strategies to improve mobility and reliability, and enhance safety across the region;
and uses the results to inform strategy recommendations. The CMP is also a
requirement of the federal surface transportation legislation and needs to be updated
on a continuing and systematic basis. Regulations require that alternatives to building
new Single-Occupant Vehicle (SOV) road capacity be explored first, and where
additional capacity is found to be necessary, multimodal supplemental strategies must
be developed to obtain the most long-term value from the investment.

DVRPC held five meetings with the CMP Advisory Committee between September
2023 and January 2024 to get planning partner input as the 2023 CMP was
developed. The previous 2019 CMP was adopted by the DVRPC Board in January
2020.



Date Action Required:

March 12, 2024

Recommendations:

RTC — Will make recommendations at the March 12th, 2024 RTC Meeting
Staff — Recommends approval.

Action Proposed:

That the RTC recommend that the Board adopt the Congestion Management Process
(CMP).

Staff Contact:
Thomas K. Edinger, AICP, Manager, Congestion Management Programs
Attachment:

1) CMP Report
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BELAWARE VALLEY DVRPC's vision for the Greater Philadelphia
% vrpc Region is a prosperous, innovative, equitable,

REGIONAL resilient, and sustainable region that increases

PLANNING COMMISSION 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/Getlnvolved/TitleVl,

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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Executive Summary

The Congestion Management Process (CMP) uses a variety of traffic data to identify
the most congested roadways in Greater Philadelphia. It uses this information along
with other analyses to recommend multimodal strategies that improve the flow of
people and goods, enhance safety, and expand travel options on the region’s
transportation network. The CMP evaluates the effectiveness of implemented
strategies to improve mobility and reliability, and enhance safety across the region and
uses the results to inform strategy recommendations. The multimodal strategies help
minimize costs, advance Long Range Plan goals, and make regional transportation
projects consistent with the CMP and Long-Range Plan.

The CMP is a requirement of the federal Surface Transportation Act legislation (23 CFR
Parts 450.322 and 500.109) for urbanized areas (UZAs) with populations greater than
200,000, known as Transportation Management Areas (TMAs). These federal
regulations specify that the CMP be implemented as a continuous part of the
metropolitan planning process. Regulations require that alternatives to building new
Single-Occupant Vehicle (SOV) road capacity be explored first, and where additional
capacity is found to be necessary, multimodal supplemental strategies must be
developed to obtain the most long-term value from the investment.

As part of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) and the
Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act), and continuing with the new
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IlJA), national performance management
measures have been adopted by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) effective
May 20, 2017. The intent is to have DOTs, MPQO's and other planning partners better
align proposed project improvements through performance-based planning and
programming. The CMP integrates the national performance management reliability
and traffic congestion measures, known as PM3 measures, to assist in identifying and
prioritizing congested locations and for developing strategies to improve mobility and
reliability.

The Coronavirus Disease 2019 (Covid-19) pandemic significantly altered traffic patterns
in the DVRPC region as well as nationally, resulting in less traffic congestion on the
roadways, and reduced passenger rail and bus transit ridership. The CMP helps to
understand these and other traffic trends, and to prioritize roadways and other
transportation facilities for improvements in managing congestion, despite the
changing conditions. While transit ridership and traffic congestion are on the rise, in
most cases many of the roadway and transit facilities are operating at below pre-Covid
conditions.



A series of CMP objective measures are used to tie the CMP analysis to DVRPC Long-
Range Plan goals and to where congestion is occurring in the region. The CMP objective
measures include, increasing mobility and reliability, integrating modes and providing
transit accessibility where it is most needed, modernizing and maintaining the
transportation network, achieving Vision Zero, providing for goods movement,
maintaining and enhancing the transportation security and emergency preparedness,
and supporting Long-Range Plan goals, such as investing in centers first, prioritizing
investments in less sensitive environmental areas, and investing in Environmental
Justice communities.

The CMP analyzes 336 focus roadway corridor facilities, and contains a detailed
analysis of 41 of the most congested focus roadway facilities. Of the 336 focus
roadway corridor facilities, 236 are comparable between 2017 and 2022, and of those
85 percent experienced less congestion in 2022, but comparing the same ones between
2021 to 2022, 86 percent experienced more congestion. Location matters when
analyzing congestion. For example, some areas in 2022 experienced more congestion
than in 2017 such as I-76 from US 30 (Girard Ave) to US 1 (City Ave) in Philadelphia and
NJ 42 from the Atlantic City Expressway to I-295 in Camden County at 35 percent and
55 percent, respectively. Some roadways experienced significantly less congestion in
2022 compared to 2017, such as US 422 from Trooper Road to US 202 in Montgomery
County and NJ 73 from the NJ Turnpike to NJ 70 in Burlington County at 71 percent and
with 70 percent, respectively.

In addition, the CMP analyzes most SEPTA and NJ Transit bus routes and 400 plus
intersection and limited-access roadway bottlenecks. It uses the focus roadway
corridor, bottleneck, and CMP objective measures to identify 37 broader CMP corridor
areas that experience more congestion or unreliability.

The CMP identifies 125 strategies that can help to mitigate congestion—ranging from
operational improvements, to travel demand management, policy approaches, transit
improvements, goods movement, and road improvements and new roads. The CMP
uses CMP objective measures, data, analysis, and DVRPC and planning partners’
corridor planning study findings to help align the right strategy recommendations to
each congested corridor. Some of the most congested facilities and bottlenecks are
analyzed in more detail with specific recommended very appropriate strategies for
managing congestion for the facility or bottleneck. The remainder of the focus roadway
corridors and bottlenecks include strategies to manage congestion by CMP corridor and
subcorridor area.

The CMP can be used in different ways. County and other agencies can use the CMP to
help identify and prioritize congested locations for project planning to mitigate
congestion, or to assist in developing project strategies for managing congestion that



minimize costs and be consistent with the DVRPC CMP and Long-Range Plan goals.
The CMP supports the Long-Range Plan and Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP) to inform the process of identifying the most congested locations, and advance
the most appropriate strategies to mitigate congestion; it provides screening criteria for
the Long-Range Plan and TIP Project Evaluation Criteria (DVRPC Publication #23128),
and supports competitive grant programs, such as the Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ) Program. It can be used to identify candidate projects for performing
more detailed corridor studies as part of the DVRPC work program.

See the CMP website at www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/cmp for mapping of the CMP corridor
and subcorridor areas and the associated multimodal strategies for managing
congestion, CMP objective measures, focus roadway corridor facilities and bottlenecks,
and other CMP analysis.


http://www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/cmp




1. Introduction

Congestion can be an indicator of prosperity, but if left unmanaged, it can limit access to jobs, housing,
educational opportunities, health services, and other amenities. The Congestion Management Process
(CMP) uses a variety of traffic data to identify the most congested roadways in Greater Philadelphia. It
uses this information along with other analyses to recommend multimodal strategies that improve the
flow of people and goods, enhance safety, and expand travel options on the region’s transportation
network. The CMP uses performance measures to identify and prioritize congested locations, analyzes
potential causes of congestion, establishes multimodal transportation strategies to mitigate congestion,
and evaluates the effectiveness of implemented strategies. The CMP is also a requirement of the federal
surface transportation legislation and needs to be regularly updated. The purpose of the CMP is to meet
the federal requirements while advancing the goals in the DVRPC Long-Range Plan, including reducing
congestion, and improving mobility, reliability, multimodal accessibility, safety, and economic vitality. The
CMP provides valuable input into corridor planning, project development, project evaluation, and long-
range plan policy by providing data, system-level analysis, and strategy recommendations. The CMP also
supports competitive grant programs such as the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program
and the setting and achievement of federal Transportation Performance Management (TPM) targets. The
federally mandated supplement strategy requirements are a key tool to help achieve DVRPC'’s Long-
Range Plan goals to expand travel options by building out a multimodal transportation network. The CMP
is developed with significant input and guidance from the CMP Advisory Committee to meet needs
across the region.

The Coronavirus Disease 2019 (Covid-19) pandemic significantly altered traffic patterns in the DVRPC
region as well as nationally as more workers shifted to working from home, resulting in less overall
commuter traffic on the region’s roadways and less passenger rail and bus ridership. In 2022, INRIX
released its annual “INRIX Global Traffic Scorecard” using 2022 data to help understand how traffic
patterns have changed across the nation." INRIX ranked the Philadelphia area fourth nationally in hours
lost for a typical driver in 2022 at 114 hours, a 27 percent increase in delay compared to 2021.To provide
some perspective, Chicago, IL, Boston, MA and New York, NY ranked one, two, and three respectively, and
Miami, FL, Los Angeles, CA, and San Francisco, CA ranked five, six, and seven, respectively. INRIX
analyzed the change in downtown travel between 2021 and 2022 to help determine the impact from
telecommuting and hybrid work. Out of the top 20 downtowns identified, Philadelphia ranked 18th with a
one percent increase in trips downtown. Washington, DC had a 23 percent increase and both Charlotte,
NC, and Chicago, IL had a 19 percent increase. Only Los Angeles, CA and Baltimore, MD, were lower than
Philadelphia with a one percent and two percent decrease, respectively.

This chapter reviews what congestion is, federal CMP requirements, DVRPC's perspectives on the CMP,
how the CMP is integrated into the transportation planning process, causes of congestion, identification
of the portions of the transportation network included in the analysis, and current regional congestion
trends. Chapter 2 establishes regional objectives for congestion management. Chapter 3 defines the
CMP objective measure criteria, which measures the extent, variability, and duration of congestion on the
region’s roads and are drawn from the vision and goals of the region’s Long-Range Plan. Chapter 4
analyzes congestion on the transportation network to identify and prioritize congested focus roadway
corridor facilities, focus intersection and limited access roadway bottlenecks, bus transit routes, and

" INRIX 2022 Global Traffic Scoreboard, www.inrix.com/scorecard/. INRIX is an international big data firm that provides location-based
data and analytics for real-time and historical analysis, and specializes in transportation needs.
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determines congested corridor, subcorridor, and emerging growth corridor areas. Chapter 5 identifies
congestion mitigation strategies, which have been applied to the corridor and subcorridor areas and the
most congested focus roadway corridor facilities and intersection bottlenecks. Further strategy
recommendations for each CMP subcorridor can be found at www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/cmp. Chapter 6
evaluates performance trends and the effectiveness of implemented strategies. Lastly, chapter 7
summarizes the conclusions and next steps for the 2023 update for the Greater Philadelphia CMP.

1.1 What is Congestion?

Congestion occurs when demand for road space exceeds supply. The U.S. Department of Transportation
defines congestion as “the level at which the transportation system performance is no longer acceptable
due to traffic interference.” The performance may vary by the type of transportation facility, location, or
time of day.

The effect of traffic congestion includes lost time, extra fuel costs, and deterioration of air quality. Left
unmanaged, congestion leads to a negative overall impact on the health, competitiveness, and
sustainability of a region. However, it is unrealistic to conclude that all congestion can be completely
eliminated; some degree of congestion may be acceptable, or even desirable, as a sign of a healthy and
growing economy. The CMP helps to manage congestion in order to minimize and mitigate its negative
impacts.

1.2 Federal CMP Requirements

Federal regulations provide guidance on how Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), like DVRPC,
should address congestion management. The CMP original regulations date back to the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) in 2005,
which built upon the previous federal Congestion Management Systems (CMS) requirements that were
first implemented under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991. These
CMP regulations were retained and largely unchanged by subsequent federal legislation, including
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21), Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST)
Act and the current Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) Pub. L. No. 117-58, which was signed
into law in November 2021. The CMP is a requirement under the regulations (23 CFR Parts 450.322 and
500.109) for Urbanized Areas (UZAs) with populations greater than 200,000, known as TMAs. These
regulations specify that the CMP program be implemented as a continuous part of the metropolitan
planning process like the other core federal requirements: Long-Range Plan, TIP, and Unified Planning
Work Program (UPWP). According to the regulations, MPOs that serve a TMA must maintain a CMP that
provides for:

Safe and effective integrated management and operation of the multimodal transportation
system, based on cooperatively developed and implemented metropolitan-wide strategy, of new
and existing transportation facilities...through the use of travel demand reduction and operational
management strategies.

Congestion mitigation involves travel demand reduction, such as decreasing single-occupant vehicles
(SOVs), increasing transit ridership, and improving system management and operation. Regulations
require that alternatives to building new SOV road capacity should be explored first. Where additional
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capacity is found to be necessary, multimodal supplemental strategies must be included to obtain the
most long-term value from the investment.

Starting with MAP-21 and continuing with the IIJA, the legislation created a performance-based surface
transportation program with specific requirements for state Departments of Transportation (DOTSs),
MPOs, and transit agencies. As part of the FAST Act, there were new federal requirements (23 CFR Part
490 National Performance Management Measures) regarding measuring system performance and
setting targets to achieve quantifiable goals to improve mobility and reliability on the National Highway
System (NHS), known as PM3 measures. These measures are established statewide and by UZA, and are
integrated into the CMP as applicable. As part of the IIJA, federal legislation also requires state DOTs
and MPOs to establish Safety (PM1) and Pavement and Bridge Condition (PM2) measures and set
targets.

The statewide PM3 measures used in the CMP are recognized as “Reliability” measures and the metrics
include Level of Travel Time Reliability (LOTTR) and Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR). LOTTR
assesses the performance of the NHS, while TTTR addresses the freight movement on the interstate
system, which is part of the NHS. The LOTTR and TTTR measures are established by the state DOTs in
coordination with MPOs, such as DVRPC, and other planning partners.

The UZA PM3 measures are recognized as Annual Hours of Peak Hour Excessive Delay (PHED) Per
Capita and Percent Non-Single-Occupant Vehicle (non-SOV) travel, and each assesses traffic congestion
as part of the CMAQ Program. Both PHED and percent non-SOV travel are required to be established in
UZA populations over 200,000 starting in the second performance period (2022-2025) that are, in all or
part, of a designated nonattainment or maintenance area for air quality conformity purposes under the
Clean Air Act. DVRPC, as the largest MPO in the Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD UZA, is responsible for
establishing baseline and two- and four-year targets for PHED and percent non-SOV travel measures in
coordination with state DOT and MPO planning partners that share a portion of the UZA. The partners
include: Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT), New Jersey Department of
Transportation (NJDOT), Delaware Department of Transportation (DelDOT), Maryland Department of
Transportation (MDOT), North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA), South Jersey
Transportation Planning Organization, and Wilmington Area Planning Council (WILMAPCO), and
Lancaster MPO. The Trenton, NJ UZA in Mercer County, NJ, which is in the DVRPC region also meets the
over 200,000 population criteria. DVRPC, as the largest MPO in the Trenton, NJ UZA, is responsible for
establishing baseline and two- and four-year targets for PHED and percent non-SOV travel measures in
coordination with state DOT and MPO planning partners that share a portion of the UZA. The partners
include the New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT).

The UZA boundaries have changed due to the new 2020 decennial Census and revisions to the
methodology of how the UZAs are calculated. This impacts partnering agencies to coordinate target
setting. DVRPC is still the largest MPO in the Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD UZA, and remains responsible
for taking the lead in establishing baseline and two- and four-year targets for PHED and percent non-SOV
travel measures. The partnering agencies in the Pennsylvania portion of the DVRPC region remain the
same with two exceptions. The Pottstown UZA boundary is now part of the Philadelphia UZA which now
extends into Berks County, so the Reading Area Transportation Study (RATS) will become a partner in
establishing targets. The Lancaster MPO no longer contains a portion of the Philadelphia UZA, so they will
not be required to partner with in establishing targets.

In the New Jersey portion of the DVRPC region, the Philadelphia UZA no longer extends into the NJTPA
region, so NJTPA will not be required to partner with in establishing targets. DVRPC is still the largest



MPO in the Trenton, NJ UZA and remains responsible for taking the lead in establishing baseline and two-
and four-year targets, and the UZA now extends into the NJTPA region, so they will be required to partner
with in establishing targets.

Although a CMP is required to be established in TMAs and meet certain compliance requirements, federal
regulations are not prescriptive on the methods and approaches to implement.

1.3 DVRPC's Perspective on the CMP
DVRPCs Transportation Planning Philosophy

CMP analysis and strategy recommendations inform transportation investments that support the goals
and policies of the Greater Philadelphia Long-Range Plan. The CMP is a critical part of a regional
transportation planning process that:

e Follows the federally required “3C” process to be Comprehensive, Cooperative, and Continuing.

e Prioritizes transportation investments to: (1) maintain and modernize the existing transportation
network, by bringing roads, bridges, and transit facilities up to current design standards; making
substantive safety improvements; and improving convenience for transferring between modes;
(2) optimize the operational efficiency of existing transportation facilities and manage
transportation demand by fostering efficient land use patterns, encouraging non-SOV options,
and pursuing strategies that reduce the need for and length of trips; and (3) add new road
capacity at the highest priority locations, only as a last resort to mitigate congestion.

o Where additional SOV road capacity is deemed necessary, the CMP includes
supplemental strategies to reduce travel demand, improve operations, and get the most
long-term value from the investment.

e Investment benefits and costs should be strategically distributed across the region, with careful
consideration given to safety, land use, environmental, economic, and social impacts. Projects
should be affordable, incorporate context-sensitive design and other smart transportation
techniques, and align with Transportation Performance Management targets.

o Environmental Justice analysis will evaluate distribution of benefits and burdens from
transportation projects throughout the region, considering impacts across racial, ethnic,
and socioeconomic groups to inform equitable investment, and identify and address
potential disproportionate adverse impacts.

e Incorporates innovative policy approaches, ITS applications, and emerging technologies, and
projects that continue to transform the region into a better place to live, visit, work, learn, and

play.

CMP Principles

The CMP is a medium-term planning effort that advances the goals of DVRPC's Long-Range Plan and
strengthens the connection between the Long-Range Plan and the TIP. The CMP is a systematic process
that analyzes the regional transportation network and provides information on the transportation network
performance. This effort uses regional transportation system performance and other CMP objective
measures, recommendations from corridor studies, and guidance from the CMP Advisory Committee. It is
used to identify and prioritize congested corridor and subcorridor areas based on performance and other
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CMP objective measures. The CMP recommends multimodal strategies to mitigate congestion and
improve mobility and reliability for people and goods. The CMP is also used to identify emerging
regionally significant growth areas that are not currently congested but may likely become so in the
future. Proactive, low-cost region wide strategies are recommended for these areas to help prevent them
from becoming congested.

The general strategies identified in the CMP include: (1) Operational Improvements; (2) Transportation
Demand Management (TDM), including growth management and smart transportation policies that
promote alternative modes of transportation besides the automobile, such as walking and bicycling; (3)
transit improvements and new investments in transit; (4) goods movement improvements; and (5) road
improvements and new roads. The CMP evaluates the effectiveness of implemented strategies in order
to better inform strategy recommendations.

Federal regulations require projects that add SOV capacity to be consistent with the CMP in order to be
eligible for federal funding. If they are not consistent, further analysis is required and will be reviewed by
DRVPC staff for further eligibility. The CMP defines procedures to follow for federally funded major
single-occupant vehicle (SOV) capacity-adding road projects if they are not in CMP congested corridor
areas, or in subcorridors where major SOV capacity-adding is not listed as a CMP strategy, see the CMP
Procedures (DVRPC Publication #21010). Such projects may be appropriate, but they must meet a higher
burden of proof, given limited funding. The project must include analysis of multimodal strategies,
including ones listed in the CMP. Capacity-adding projects outside CMP corridors must demonstrate
consistency with the Long-Range Plan, follow CMP procedures, and compare well in terms of Long-Range
Plan and TIP project evaluation criteria for projects in the region.

New major SOV capacity-adding projects may be appropriate where there is a need and no other
strategies can reasonably reduce congestion. These projects must include multimodal supplemental
strategy improvements to get the most long-term value from the investment. This begins with the
strategies that are listed in the CMP subcorridor area for the project location, which are then refined
through meetings with stakeholders ideally in the project’s preliminary design stage. The supplemental
strategy improvements should be funded at the same time as the main project and included in a CMP
supplemental strategies document, TIP project description, and the implementation be monitored by
DVRPC staff and reported to state and federal agencies. Final engineering for major SOV capacity-adding
projects should not be funded in the TIP without a table of supplemental strategies that has been
approved by the DVRPC Board. The DVRPC Long-Range Plan is used to help determine which congested
facilities will receive major additional SOV capacity, and this must balance CMP findings with
transportation priorities, land use and smart growth policies, and financial constraints.

Both statewide and UZA PM3 measures are used to help identify and prioritize congested locations, and
to develop strategies to mitigate congestion. Specifically, this includes the LOTTR and TTTR roadway
reliability measures, and the PHED traffic congestion measure. CMP congestion analysis will be used in
future PM3 measure reporting periods to inform the process of setting two- and four-year targets for both
PHED and percent non-SOV measures.



1.4 Integrating the CMP into the Transportation Planning
Process

Figure 1 identifies CMP process flows (outlined in gray) and how the CMP is integrated into the
transportation planning process, which was developed in part based on FHWA's Congestion Management
Process: A Guidebook.

The first two process flows “Advance LRP Goals and Develop Regional CMP Objectives” and “Define CMP
Network” are expanded on in Chapter 2 and lay the groundwork for what transportation networks will be
analyzed in the CMP and what data and performance measures will be used based on the goals and
objectives defined by the CMP Advisory Committee. While the CMP focuses on the roadway network, the
transit, freight, bicycle, and pedestrian networks are included and used to develop strategies for
managing congestion. The third process flow “Define Performance Measures, Criteria and Collect Data” is
developed in Chapter 3 and provides detailed information on the performance measures used in the
analysis. The fourth process flow “Analyze Congestion Using Data and Performance Measures” is
expanded on in Chapter 4 to indicate how the focus roadway corridors, bottlenecks, transit facilities, and
corridor and subcorridor areas are developed and analyzed to identify and prioritize congestion locations.
Identifying and prioritizing these locations are part of the fifth and sixth two process flows, which are also
elaborated on in Chapter 4. The seventh process flow “Identify Congestion Causes” is covered in Chapter
1 and describes the general causes of congestion (recurring and nonrecurring) and provides a further
breakdown of the causes by state. The eighth process flow “Define and Evaluate CMP Strategies” is
expanded on in Chapters 5 and 6, respectively. The ninth and tenth process flows “Identify Project
Consistency” and “Maximize Project Benefits” are expanded on in Chapter 6. The remaining process
flows indicate how the CMP integrates with the other transportation planning processes.

CMP objectives flow from the transportation goals of the Long-Range Plan, and congested locations that
meet more CMP objective criteria will be given stronger support for recommended improvements. The
Long-Range Plan principles and goals that serve as guidance for the CMP include:

1) Increase mobility and reliability, and reduce VMT and congestion;

2) Integrate existing and emerging transportation modes into an accessible, multimodal, mobility as
a service network, which collects real-time data, and uses it to plan and pay for travel using the
best options available. Transit, walking, and biking—including the Circuit Trail system—are
integral components of this network;

3) Rebuild and modernize the region’s transportation assets to achieve and maintain a state of good
repair, including full ADA accessibility;

4) Achieve Vision Zero—no fatalities or serious injuries from traffic crashes by 2050;

5) Improve global connections—facilitate goods movement and aviation, support the Federal
Railroad Administration’s Northeast Corridor Future plan, and expand broadband, wi-fi, and 5G
cellular infrastructure;

6) Strengthen transportation network security and cybersecurity; and

7) Support the Plan’s equity, sustainability, and resiliency principles.

Congestion and other CMP objective measures are used to identify priority congested locations, and then
a list of strategies are recommended to mitigate congestion based on identifying any known causes, and
from guidance from the CMP Advisory Committee. These congested locations are mapped by focus
roadway and transit facility, intersection and limited access roadway bottleneck, and congested corridor
and subcorridor area. (See Chapter 4 for more information on the congested locations and the
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performance measures used.) Projects that exist at these locations may be given higher-priority, but they
need to be weighed against Long-Range Plan regional priorities. The CMP is also intended to be used at
the project level to help get the most long-term value from an investment by providing travel options or
ways to more efficiently use existing roadway space. The CMP analysis results are utilized by DVRPC
staff and other stakeholders as part of the problem statement process and the PennDOT Connects
development process with NJDOT and PennDOT, respectively. Planning partners can use the analysis in
assisting them in project planning and developing local projects.

Figure 1: Integrating the CMP into the Transportation Planning Process
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The CMP furthers the growth management goals identified in the Long-Range Plan by recommending
congestion management strategies at locations that align with current and future land uses in
coordination with the CMP Advisory Committee. For example, where congested locations exist in

moderate- to high-density mixed-use areas without space available for roadway widening, bus transit
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improvement studies may be recommended. In congested locations with many access points and
smaller lots with mixed uses, access management strategies and increased bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure investments may be proposed as future transportation alternatives to supplement the
existing roadway network.

1.5 What Causes Congestion?

There are two primary types of congestion: recurring and nonrecurring. Recurring congestion tends to be
predictable and observed on a regular basis and is concentrated in shorter time periods, such as rush
hour, and is typically associated with excessive traffic volumes resulting in reduced speed and flow rate
on the roadway system. Nonrecurring congestion, on the other hand, is caused by irregularly occurring
events that affect the travel time reliability. The CMP addresses both types of congestion. The causes of
recurring congestion can include: daily peak period commuter traffic; insufficient capacity; excess
volume; bottlenecks, such as roadway geometry deficiencies; traffic signal timing and coordination
issues; heavy truck volumes; seasonal activities; and long-term construction. The causes of nonrecurring
congestion can include crashes, disabled vehicles, special events, bad weather, and short-term
emergency construction.

PennDOT and NJDOT capture traffic event information using highway cameras, Waze, and other traffic
operational technologies to keep the roads clear for travel. These sources are combined with INRIX travel
time data to estimate causes of congestion and provide a guide for emphasizing various congestion
mitigation strategies (see Figure 2). Just over half of the congestion in 2019 in the DVRPC Pennsylvania
and New Jersey counties (54.7 percent and 52.8 percent, respectively) is due to different types of
recurring congestion, which includes traffic signals and work zones. Work zones are considered planned
construction or maintenance activity and are generally classified as recurring congestion. Nonrecurring
types of congestion are caused by weather and a range of traffic incidents such as: disabled vehicles,
crashes, emergency roadwork, and road obstructions. These nonrecurring causes of congestion total
12.8 percent and 13.2 and percent of congestion, respectively. The remaining causes of congestion are
mainly due to a combination of different known types, such as “Signal and Weather.” The “Other Multiple
Causes” type of congestion is due to more than one unknown factor, such as a traffic incident occurring
on a holiday. The “Unclassified” congestion type is due to an interruption in traffic flow, but with an
unknown cause.
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Figure 2: Causes of Congestion Summary in the DVRPC Region in 2019
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The causes of congestion will vary by urban and rural location, and by type of facility. For example, arterial
roadways with traffic signals may have some congestion related to poor signal timing, but this would not
apply on limited access freeways. Travel time reliability, or the variability of congestion, is an important
measure to evaluate as a part of nonrecurring congestion. Traffic incidents, such as disabled vehicles or
crashes, can unexpectedly make the typical 20-minute trip a 40-minute one. Also, the interaction between
multiple types and sources of congestion may vary from day to day, causing frustration for commuters.
Some events can cause others to occur. For example, high congestion levels can lead to increases in
crashes due to closer vehicle spacing, or bad weather can lead to crashes. TSMO and ITS improvements
for addressing reliability issues can typically be performed at lower costs with less impact on the
environment, compared to capacity-adding improvements. DVRPC’s Connections 2040 Technical Analysis
(DVRPC Publication #13043) compared the cost of reducing an hour of delay using average costs for ITS
projects from Texas Transportation Institute’s Urban Mobility Report and roadway system expansion
costs based on Travel Demand Model results, and determined that system expansion traffic delay
reduction capital costs were 36 percent higher than for ITS improvements.

The CMP also analyzes the causes of congestion by focus roadway corridor facility with the help of
TRANSCOM'’s Regional Integrated Multi-Modal Information Share (RIMIS) system, which is a software
platform that provides for storage and retrieval of PennDOT and NJDOT traffic event data, including work
zones, weather-related, and a range of traffic incidents. The analysis helps to determine the type,
intensity, and duration of congestion by facility and provides a guide for emphasizing various congestion
mitigation strategies. While the analysis is helpful, it over-represents traffic events that occur on facilities
where traffic cameras exist, which are used in large part to collect the event data. As a result, the other
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facilities do not get counted which needs to be considered when analyzing nonrecurring congestion and
prioritizing congestion mitigation strategies by facility.

1.6 CMP Study Area and Transportation Networks

DVRPC is the federally designated MPO for 350 municipalities in the nine-county Greater Philadelphia
region. DVRPC serves Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia counties in Pennsylvania;
and Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, and Mercer counties in New Jersey. The area is home to 5.76 million
people and employs approximately 3.06 million people (by place of residence) according to 2020
population and employment estimates, respectively, as identified in the Long-Range Plan (Connections
2050). The region has one of the most comprehensive transportation networks in the nation. Major
roadways that pass through the area include interstates 1-95, I-76, 1-676, I-476, 1-276, 1-295, I-195, and the
Pennsylvania and New Jersey Turnpikes. Major U.S. routes include US 1, US 13, US 30, US 130, US 202, US
206, US 322, and US 422 (see Figure 3). Extensive bus and fixed-rail transit networks exist in the region as
well, including light, commuter, and heavy passenger rail. Light rail includes the River LINE in New Jersey
and the SEPTA Route 10 Lancaster Avenue trolley line in Philadelphia. Commuter rail includes regional
lines, such as Lansdale-Doylestown and Paoli-Thorndale in Pennsylvania, and the New Jersey Transit
Northeast Corridor service in New Jersey. Heavy rail lines (or subways) in Philadelphia include the Broad
Street and Market-Frankford lines. Intercity rail service includes the Amtrak Northeast Corridor serving
Philadelphia’s 30th Street Station and points south, such as Washington, DC, and points north to Boston;
and the Keystone Corridor that serves 30th Street Station and points west to Harrisburg and beyond.
Major freight lines that provide for goods movement in the region include CSX and Norfolk Southern.
Some locations in the region are experiencing significant growth, while others remain unchanged. Some
are high-density urban areas, while others are more rural. Given this variation, it is important that the CMP
congestion mitigation strategies reflect the challenges and opportunities that are unique to each location.
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Figure 3: DVRPC Region
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1.7 Regional Trends

Vehicle miles of travel (VMT) is the FHWA's primary measure of travel activity on the nation’s roadways.
More travel tends to increase the amount of congestion on the roadways, which makes this an important
measure to track. It is measured as daily VMT for all vehicles. From 2000 to 2021, VMT increased by
about 6.5 percent for the DVRPC region relative to a 2000 base (see Figure 4), but there were variations
during this period. From 2000 to 2007, VMT increased by about 9 percent; then declined 7 percent from
2007 to 2011. This decrease coincided with rising gasoline prices and the Great Recession; and a similar
trend occurred statewide and nationally. However, between 2011 and 2019, travel trends increased again
by 6 percent. Gloucester County experienced greater gains during this time period than any other county
in the region at 15 percent, while Bucks County experienced the least with an increase of just one-quarter
of a percent. The Covid-19 pandemic resulted in dramatic decreases in VMT in 2020 and impacted travel
trends substantially throughout the region as well as nationally. VMT declined by 18 percent from 2019 to
2020. Since 2020, VMT has rebounded and increased by 20 percent but it is still not quite at 2019 levels.
From 2000 to 2021, the region’s population increased by about 9 percent, which is about 2.5 percent
more than VMT. This indicates that other modes such as transit, walking and biking are increasingly
being used to provide mobility.

Population and employment are projected to modestly increase according to DVRPC forecasts.
Population is projected to increase by 500,437 (8.8 percent) from 2015 to 2050, and employment by
466,795 (15.4 percent) over the same time period.” Given these trends, increased levels of traffic
congestion will likely occur, unless mitigation strategies, programs, and policies are developed.

Figure 4: Regional VMT
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2 About half of the Connections 2050 employment forecast accounts for a return of jobs lost during the Covid-19 pandemic.

16



The TTI congestion measure was used to trend traffic congestion and identify which DVRPC counties
experienced higher congestion than others analyzed for weekdays during the highest peak hour: AM peak
hours 7:00-8:00 and 8:00—9:00, and PM peak hours 4:00-5:00 and 5:00-6:00 (see Figure 5). Delaware
and Philadelphia counties indicate the most congestion with Delaware County slightly higher for all time
periods (except 2020). Burlington, Gloucester, and Chester counties indicate the least congestion. All
counties experience a significant decline in congestion from 2019 to 2020 due to the pandemic as more
workers shifted to working from home, resulting in less traffic congestion. All the counties experience the
same or more congestion from 2021 to 2022, but have not reached pre-pandemic levels.

The TTI congestion measure was also used to analyze congestion by time of day on weekdays separately
for the Pennsylvania and New Jersey DVRPC counties (see Figures 6 and 7). For the Pennsylvania
Counties, the 2019 TTI AM peak hours 7:00-8:00 and 8:00-9:00 and PM peak hours 4:00-5:00 and 5:00-
6:00 are clearly higher compared to the other time periods in 2019, but not as much for the same time
periods in 2021 and 2022, where the peak periods seem to be more spread out, particularly during the PM
peak. Some of the hourly 2021 TTI values during the non-peak period periods were the same or more than
2019 values, indicating more travel and congestion during the non-peak periods likely due to more people
working from home, and more staggered work schedules. The New Jersey counties indicate the same
traffic congestion patterns by time of day as the Pennsylvania counties, except the TTI values are lower
across all time periods indicating less overall congestion.

Figure 5: Travel Time Index by DVRPC Counties
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Data Source: RITIS PDA Suite; Note that 2020 values contained lower data coverage and increased reliance on historical data due to
reductions in traffic due to Covid-19.

17



Figure 6: Travel Time Index by Time of Day for DVRPC Pennsylvania Counties
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Data Source: RITIS PDA Suite; Note that 2020 values contained lower data coverage and increased reliance on historical data due to
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Figure 7: Travel Time Index by Time of Day for DVRPC New Jersey Counties
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Transit ridership and other non-SOV modes are important to encourage in reducing traffic congestion. For
example, you can significantly fit more people inside a bus, than in vehicles within the same space. Figure
8 illustrates this by showing how much space 50 people fill for different modes: pedestrians, cyclists,
people on a bus, and in cars.? Car occupancy is based on DVRPC'’s 2012-13 Household Travel Survey for
the Delaware Valley Region (Publication #14033), which indicates an average occupancy of 1.58 persons

per vehicle.
cyclists i people on a bus

Source: DVRPC e_.'adwpc

Figure 8: Mode Share Capacity

@

pedestrians
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people in 32 cars

Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) annual ridership increased for all mode
types from FY 2022 to FY 2023. Regional rail experienced the highest percent increase from 13.70 million
to 17.91 million, or 30.7 percent (see Figure 9). The Market-Frankford Line experienced the lowest
increase from 23.98 million to 24.13 million (0.6 percent). However, ridership decreased for all modes
comparing FY 2019 to FY 2023 due in large part to the pandemic and some workers shifting to working at
home instead of commuting on transit. The Norristown High Speed Line experienced the highest percent
decrease from 3.10 million in FY 2019 to 1.35 million in FY 2023 (56.5 percent). The City bus ridership
experienced the lowest percent decrease from 126.96 million to 91.64 million (27.8 percent), and it is also
by far the most used transit mode type at about 53 percent of all ridership trips in FY 2023, followed by
the Market-Frankford Line and Regional Rail at 14 percent and 10 percent, respectively.

NJ Transit ridership increased for all modes from FY 2021 to FY 2022. The Northeast Corridor line, which
is operated by NJ Transit along Amtrak’s right-of-way from the Trenton Transit Center to New York Penn

3 The bus ridership space in Figure 8 does not account for the headways between buses, which increases this mode’s roadway space
needs.
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Station, experienced by far the highest percent increase from 8.43 million to 17.14 million, or 103.3
percent (see Figure 10). Philadelphia Interstate buses had a slight increase from 2.69 million to 2.72
million, or 1.1 percent. For similar reasons as SEPTA, NJ Transit ridership decreased for all modes
comparing FY 2019 to FY 2022. The Northeast Corridor experienced the highest percent decrease from
35.49 million to 17.14 million (51.7 percent). The Atlantic City Line had the lowest percent decrease, due
in part to a service suspension in FY 2019, which caused ridership to be less than normal. The next lowest
percent decrease was the River LINE from 2.74 million to 1.71 (37.6 percent). The Northeast Corridor Line
is by far the most used transit mode type at about 67 percent of all unlinked trips in FY 2022, followed by
Philadelphia Interstate Bus and Mercer Bus at 11 percent and 8 percent, respectively.

The Port Authority Transit Corporation (PATCO) transit ridership increased from 3.68 million in 2021 to
4.87 million in 2022, or 32.3 percent (see Figure 11), but is still well below pre-Covid levels. Comparing
2019 to 2022, ridership sharply decreased from 11.1 million to 4.87 million (56.1 percent), which was
mainly due to the pandemic and people working from home.

The Delaware River Port Authority (DRPA) bridge traffic is a key measure to track since the bridges
provide key transportation links to the Pennsylvania and New Jersey portions of the DVRPC region. DRPA
manages four bridges over the Delaware River, including the Betsy Ross Bridge, which carries Route 90;
the Ben Franklin Bridge, which carries I-676; the Walt Whitman Bridge which carries I-76; and the
Commodore Barry Bridge, which carries US 322. Comparing 2021 to 2022, combined traffic for all bridges
increased from 46.64 million to 48.12 million (3.2 percent), which is approaching pre-Covid 2019 levels of
53.10 million (see Figure 12). Comparing 2019 to 2022 traffic decreased from 53.1 million to 48.12
million, or 9.4 percent, but it is not as significant a drop compared to transit.

The overall decrease in rail, bus, and trolley ridership, and bridge traffic comparing 2019 to 2022 is largely
due to the pandemic and more workers shifting to working from home starting in early 2020. However,
decreases in transit ridership can also be attributed to other factors, including higher car ownership rates;
introduction of shared-ride services, such as Uber and Lyft; and bus transit delays due to traffic
congestion that may entice riders with the means to find other transportation options, including SOVs. As
a result, traffic congestion may increase, and strategies will be needed to mitigate it.
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Figure 9: SEPTA Ridership by Mode Type FY 2016 — FY 2023
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Figure 10: NJ Transit Ridership Mode FY 2016 — FY 2022
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Figure 11: PATCO Ridership 2016 — 2022
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Figure 12: DRPA Bridge Traffic 2016 — 2022
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Other modes of travel besides SOV (or driving alone) should be encouraged and expanded to improve
mobility and reliability, and reduce congestion where appropriate. To help track progress toward
achieving this, the U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) provides journey-to-work trip
estimates for percent non-SOV travel. This measure includes carpool, train, bus, walk, bicycle, taxi,
rideshare, working at home, etc.; anything other than driving alone. Although all trips (not just journey to
work) would be optimal to track, this regularly updated and approved ACS dataset is recognized as one of
the best available to measure mode share. Increases in transit ridership, ridesharing, transportation
network companies, walking, biking, and working from home would contribute to increases in this
measure.

Analyzing non-SOV travel prior to the pandemic (2006 to 2019), Philadelphia far exceeded other counties
throughout the region, averaging about 50 percent (see Figure 13). Mercer County, New Jersey followed
by Delaware County, Pennsylvania contains the second and third most non-SOV travel, averaging 29
percent, and 26 percent, respectively. Gloucester County, New Jersey experiences the least at 16 percent
on average. The Covid-19 pandemic dramatically increased percent non-SOV travel in all the region’s
counties comparing 2019 to 2021 (2020 ACS one-year data not available due the pandemic). The
suburban counties experienced the most percent increase with Montgomery County (16.6 percent),
Chester County (16.1 percent), Mercer County (13.8 percent), and Bucks County (13.3 percent). There
were significant declines in non-SOV transit trips starting in 2020 as a result of the pandemic, but these
were more than offset by increases in people working from home.

Figure 13: Percent Non-SOV Travel by County
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Percent non-SOV travel is also one of the required national Performance Management traffic congestion
measures (PM3) to track as part of the IlJA for UZAs with populations greater than 200,000 (previously
over 1,000,000 population in the 1st performance period). DVRPC, as the largest MPO in the Philadelphia
PA-NJ-DE-MD and Trenton, NJ UZA's, established baseline, and two- and four-year targets for the 2nd
performance period (2022-2025) for percent non-SOV based on required U.S. Census ACS five-year
estimates in coordination with PM3 planning partners (see Figures 14 and 15). For the Philadelphia PA-
NJ-DE-MD UZA, the 2020 baseline year value is 30.6 percent (based on the 2016-2020 ACS 5-year
estimate) and the two- and four-year targets (2022 and 2024) are both 30.0 percent. For the Trenton, NJ
UZA, the 2020 baseline is 26.4 percent and the two- and four-year targets (2022 and 2024) are 26.5
percent and 26.8 percent, respectively.

There are various considerations and uncertainties in establishing the targets. Trendlines based on past
non-SOV five-year estimates (2006-2010 through 2016—-2020) were used to help establish targets. There
is a two-year time lag in reporting percent non-SOV, so any non-SOV completed project would not be
reflected in the measure until two years later. Changes to the measure are incremental due to five-year
averages. In addition, these targets were set with the uncertainties of the pandemic and its impact on
more people working remotely, which contributes to increases in this measure. Inflation, fuel energy
costs, and supply chain disruptions have further impacted travel.

Percent non-SOV travel five-year estimates (2006—2010 to 2017-2021) by commute mode were also
analyzed to help establish the targets (see Figures 16 and 17). For the last two ACS five-year estimates
(2016-2020 and 2017-2021) work from home significantly increased and public transit decreased, but
transit was more than offset by increases in people working from home. For the Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-
MD UZA, work from home increased from 8.1 percent (2016-2020) to 11.7 percent (2017-2021), which
is the highest absolute percent change increase compared to any prior period. Public transit decreased by
one percent from 9.5 percent to 8.5 percent. For the Trenton, NJ UZA work from home increased from 6.2
percent in 2016-2020 to 9.8 percent in 2017-2021. This is the highest absolute percent change increase
compared to prior time periods, and public transit decreased a modest 0.3 percent, from 5.0 percent to
4.7 percent.
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Figure 14: Percent Non-SOV Targets, Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD UZA
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Figure 15: Percent Non-SOV Targets, Trenton, NJ UZA
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Figure 16: Percent Non-SOV Commute Mode Trends, Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD UZA
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Figure 17: Percent Non-SOV Commute Mode Trends, Trenton, NJ UZA
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Analysis of PennDOT and NJDOT crash data for the DVRPC region indicates increased traffic fatalities
since the pandemic despite lower VMT compared to pre-Covid conditions®. Similar trends are observed
nationally. There are many contributing factors for rising fatalities, but studies show that reduced
congestion owing to lower VMT, spurs drivers to travel at higher speeds, and increases severity when
crashes occur. The INRIX data indicates higher speeds owing to decreased congestion overall comparing
2017 to 2021 and 2022 (see Chapter 6). Crash data also indicates that pedestrian and cyclist fatalities
have increased since the pandemic. The scope of engineering strategies to make drivers, pedestrians and
bicyclists safer and reduce fatalities depends in part on the roadway location, such as urban or rural, or
limited and non-limited access. For example, on limited access highways, perhaps rumble strips
represent an appropriate strategy to keep cars in their lane and not flying off the road at high speeds. In
urban areas, installing protected sidewalks and bicycle lanes may be an appropriate strategy. Other safety
strategies could include “speed management” to reduce speeds, such as more traffic signals, road diets,
roundabouts, and traffic-calming. All these solutions tie to the CMP’s Vision Zero objective and the
Connection 2050 Plan’s Vision Zero goal by 2050. As strategies are put place to improve both mobility
and reliability they simultaneously must attain Vision Zero goals.

* The Transportation Safety indicator in the Tracking Progress dashboard (www.dvrpc.org/trackingprogress) has up-to-date roadway
annual kills and severe injuries data.
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2. Regional Objectives for Congestion Management

Congestion management objectives define the region’s goals for managing congestion in the context of
livability, economic vitality, equity, safety, and multimodal access. The objectives support the Long-Range
Plan’s goals, including improving the performance and operation of the transportation system.

CMP objectives include: (1) increase mobility and reliability, including minimizing growth in recurring and
non-recurring congestion, and meeting PM3 targets; (2) integrate modes, including providing transit, trails
and sidewalks where they are most needed for an accessible and connected multimodal network; (3)
modernize infrastructure, including improving existing core transportation network; (4) achieve Vision
Zero, including improving vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle safety, and reducing nonrecurring congestion by
reducing crashes; (5) make global connections, including maintaining movement of goods by truck and
rail and improving connections to ports and airports; (6) maintain transportation security and
cybersecurity, while increasing the transportation network’s preparedness for major events; and 7) ensure
that all transportation investments support DVRPC Long-Range Plan principles. These include prioritizing
transportation investments in less sensitive environmental areas; investing to support land use centers
first, then infill and redevelopment areas, and then emerging growth areas; sustaining the environment;
developing livable communities; reducing poverty and increasing workforce skills by investing in EJ and
Equity populations; and creating an integrated, multimodal transportation network. These objectives flow
from the Long-Range Plan goals (see Table 1). The table includes LRP goals, associated CMP objectives,
a description of the measure criteria for each CMP objective, and possible scores.

CMP objectives are translated into specific CMP measure criteria and then scored to analyze
performance of the regional transportation system, and for developing strategies to mitigate congestion.
For example, the CMP Objective of “Increasing mobility and reliability, including minimizing growth in
recurring and non-recurring congestion, and meeting PM3 targets”, includes six criteria as indicated in the
first part of the “Sub Id” identifier. Some criteria have more than one threshold with the higher threshold
scored more. For example, the TTI measure has two thresholds, which is indicated in the second part of
the “Sub id” identifier. TTI greater than 1.50 would be the highest threshold and be weighted more with a
score 1.0, and the TTI between 1.20 and 1.50 would be scored less at 0.5. The scores are capped for each
CMP objective to a maximum score in order to weigh some measures more than others. For this
measure, a maximum score of 4.0 can be attained even though the six criteria could sum to a total score
of 6.0. The criteria analysis is multimodal and performed using Geographic Information Systems (GIS),
where the results are represented on the roadway network. The measure criteria are further described in
Chapter 3.
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Table 1: Long-Range Plan Goals, CMP Objectives, and Analysis Criteria

2050 LRP
Goal

CMP Objective

CMP Measure Criteria

1.1 | High TTI (> 1.50) weekday peak hour (7-8am, 8-9am, 4-5pm, or 5-6pm) " 1.0
1.2 | Medium TTI (1.20 to 1.50) weekday peak hour (7-8am, 8-9am, 4-5pm, or 5-6pm) ' 0.5
2.0 | PM3 Peak Hour Excessive Delay Per Road Segment Mile (1x the regional average) 2 1.0
Increase mobility and 3.0 Anticipated moderate to high congestion (>.85) V/C LRP TDM 2050 - highest peak 10
reliability, including ) hour (7-8am, 8-9am, 4-5pm, 5-6pm) )
Increase minimizing growth in 2.0 Anticipated moderate to high congestion (>.85) V/C LRP TDM 2015 & increase in 05
1 | mobilityand | recurring and non- ) congestion (15%) LRP TDM (2015-50) ) 4.0
reliability recurring congestion, 5.1 | Very High PTI (> 3.50) weekday peak hour (7-8am, 8-9am, 4-5pm, or 5-6pm) 15
and meeting PM3
targets 5.2 | High PTI(3.00 to 3.50) weekday peak hour (7-8am, 8-9am, 4-5pm, or 5-6pm) ' 1.0
5.3 | Medium PTI (2.00 to 3.00) weekday peak hour (7-8am, 8-9am, 4-5pm, or 5-6pm) ' 0.5
6.1 | PM3LOTTR High (2.50 or more) 1.0
6.2 | PM3LOTTR Medium (1.50 to 2.49) 2 0.5
Integrate Integrate modes and 10 High Transit Score: high population and employment density, and zero-car 10
9 modes and provide transit where it ’ households ’ 20
increase is most needed for . . . . . ’
accessibility | accessibility 2.0 | Near bus transit (1/4 mile) and passenger rail stations (1 mile) 1.0
11 Substantial Transit bus and shuttle routes (>= 3 runs in urban areas and >=2 runs in 10
’ suburban) during peak periods ’
Modernize Modernize and maintain | 1-2 | Any Transit bus and shuttle routes 0.5
3 | Infrastructure | the existing core 2.0 | Near Transit passenger rail, including Amtrak (1-mile buffer) 1.0 1.5
transportation network
3.0 | National Highway System, including freight connectors 0.5
4.0 | Freight - centers, ports, and PHL airport; near rail lines (1-mile buffer) 1.0
) Improve safety and 1.0 | High crash frequency (crashes per million vehicle miles traveled) 1.0
2 Achieve reduce nonrecurring 20
Vision Zero | congestion due in part 2.0 | High crash severity 1.0 '
to crashes
1.1 | High TTTI (> 3.00) weekday peak hour (7-8am, 8-9am, 4-5pm, or 5-6pm) 1.0
R 2
Make Global Maintain movement of 1.2 | Medium TTTI (2.00 to 3.00) weekday peak hour (7-8am, 8-9am, 4-5pm, or 5-6pm) 0.5
5 Connections goods by truck and 2.1 | High TPTI (> 6.50) weekday peak hour (7-8am, 8-9am, 4-5pm, or 5-6pm) * 1.0 1.5
meet PM3 targets 2.2 | Medium TPTI (5.50 to 6.50) weekday peak hour (7-8am, 8-9am, 4-5pm, or 5-6pm)% | 0.5
3.0 | PM3TTTR High (>= 2.00) 2 1.0
10 High population or employment density (>2x regional average) by Census Block 05
Maintain and enhance Group
the transportation 2.0 | Heavily used transit stations 0.5
Strengthen security and prepare fl(l)r 3.0 | Limerick nuclear power plant evacuation zone 0.5
6 | Security and major events, especially - - 10
Cybersecurity | M€ that call forinter- | 4.0 | Major roadway bridges (> 100,000 AADT) 0.5 :
regional movements far | 50 | Major passenger and freight rail bridges 0.5
beyond normal; this also
serves routine needs 6.0 | Key military locations 0.5
7.0 | Stadium and waterfront Locations 0.5
Invest to support
centers first, then infill 1.0 | Land use centers 0.5
Support 2050 | and redevelopment
LongRange | areas, and then 2.0 | Infill and redevelopment areas, and emerging growth areas 0.5
Plan emerging growth areas
’ Pnnmples: Prioritize transportation 3.0 | Environmental Screening Tool 0.5 30
/Sl;fta'l.nab'l'}y investments in less : 9 :
esiliency/ | sensitive environmental )
Equity areas 4.0 | 100- and 500-year floodplains 0.5
Assess EJ indicators 5.0 | Assess IPD EJ indicators 1.0
Total Maximum Score 15.0

TTI: Travel Time Index | PTI: Planning Time Index | TTTI: Truck Travel Time Index | TPTI: Truck Planning Time Index | LOTTR: Level of Travel Time Reliability
! Data Source: INRIX
2 pata Source: National Performance Management Research Dataset (NPMRDS)
Source: DVRPC, 2023
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3. CMP Objective Measure Criteria

Congestion is a broad and subjective topic that makes it challenging to measure. There are a number of
approaches that attempt to quantify congestion using performance measures to systematically assess
roadways and other facilities. DVRPC derives CMP objectives from its Long-Range Plan goals. Availability,
ease of update, staff time, overall cost, and the ability to partner with others are some of the
considerations used to determine performance measures. The measures can be categorized into
congestion and reliability measures, and other CMP objective measure criteria.

3.1 Congestion and Reliability Measure Criteria

Congestion and reliability measures help to identify the extent, intensity, and variability of congestion on
the transportation network. The main data source used for these measures was INRIX travel time data,
which was made available through INRIX. The CMP collected and processed this data on most roads in
the region for every minute of every day for all of 2021, and analyzed over weekdays and peak time
periods. The data was chosen over other travel time datasets due to availability and advantages of
extensive coverage and improved granularity. The measures used include TTI, PTI, and vehicle and
volume travel time and planning time delays. PennDOT and other transportation agencies have partnered
with INRIX to use the data for traffic analysis, which allows DVRPC to use. INRIX data is also made
available through the Eastern Transportation Coalition’s University of Maryland Center for Advanced
Transportation Technology Laboratory (CATT Lab) Probe Data Analytics (PDA) Software Suite. The
Coalition contracts with private companies to provide travel time data collected from connected vehicles
and other location-based services, and develops tools to access and analyze various congestion and
reliability measures. The CMP used the PDA software to analyze truck delays using the TTTl and TPTI
measures, PM3 measures, and intersection bottleneck vehicle and volume delays. The DVRPC regional
Travel Demand Model, which estimates trips based on population and employment forecasts and
planned infrastructure investments, was used to identify base and future year volume-to-capacity (V/C)
ratios. State DOT annualized traffic volume data was combined with the travel time data to understand
which locations experience both high volumes and high travel time congestion and unreliability.

New national performance management reliability and congestion PM3 measures derived from the
National Performance Management Research Dataset (NPMRDS), are used in the CMP congestion
analysis. While the measures are reported at the statewide and UZA level for target setting, some of the
data is available at the roadway segment level for a more granular analysis. This data contains speeds
and travel times by road segment, like INRIX, but is limited to the NHS. The PM3 measures include:
LOTTR, TTTR, and PHED.

A transit reliability measure, largely based on INRIX data, is utilized by the CMP to help measure bus
transit service efficiency in the region. Congestion and transit agency route and ridership data are
combined to develop composite reliability indicators.

More detailed descriptions of these measures are described below.

Travel Time Index (TTI)

This measure is derived from the INRIX travel time data, and is defined as the ratio of the peak period
average travel time to the free-flow travel time (uncongested travel time) for a given roadway segment.
Free-flow values were determined for this, and all other INRIX based measures, using reference speeds
provided by INRIX for each road segment based on the 66th percentile observed speed for all time
periods. The greater the TTI value, the more congestion it indicates. TTl is analyzed for AM peak hours
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7:00-8:00 and 8:00-9:00, and the PM peak hours 4:00-5:00 and 5:00-6:00. A TTI of 1.00 indicates
vehicles are traveling at free-flow speeds, while one at 1.50 indicates that a 20-minute free-flow trip takes
30 minutes. Roadways with a TTI between 1.20 and 1.50 are considered moderately congested, and ones
greater than 1.50 are considered highly congested.

Planning Time Index (PTI)

This measure is the ratio of the peak period 95th percent travel time, where 100 percent is the worst
travel time, to the free-flow travel time for a given roadway segment. It is also derived from INRIX travel
time data. This is equivalent to one work day a month (19 out of 20 days) a traveler should allow to
ensure on-time arrival 95% of the time. The 95th percentile indicates that 95 percent of the travel times
are less, and 5 percent more, and measures the variability, or reliability, of travel. A PTIl of 1.00 means the
trip time is consistently the same from day to day, while higher values mean more variation and
unreliability. A PTI of 3.00 indicates a 20-minute free-flow trip will take 60 minutes in the peak period,
where one might expect to plan to leave 40 minutes earlier to arrive on time. Roadways with a PTI
between 2.00 and 3.00 are considered moderately unreliable and ones greater than 3.00 are considered
highly unreliable. PTI measures are analyzed for weekdays during the AM peak hours 7:00-8:00 and
8:00-9:00, and the PM peak hours 4:00—-5:00 and 5:00-6:00.

Peak Vehicle Delay

This measure indicates the travel time and planning time delay by roadway segment, in seconds. Peak
vehicle delay is the difference between the average peak period travel time and the free-flow time for
peak travel time delay and the difference between the 95th percentile travel time and the free-flow time
for peak planning time delay. The greater the difference, the greater the delay. This measure is derived
from the INRIX data for weekdays during the AM peak hours 7:00-8:00 and 8:00-9:00, and the PM peak
hours 4:00-5:00 and 5:00-6:00. It is used to analyze and rank delay by focus roadway facility, and
intersection and limited access roadway bottleneck. For the focus roadway facilities, the vehicle delay is
divided by the facility length, resulting in a peak vehicle delay per mile measure. Roads with high vehicle
delay are identified in order to manage congestion for every driver on the road, not just locations with high
traffic volumes.

Peak Volume Delay

This measure indicates peak period vehicle delay, measured in hours, as a function of traffic volumes for
the peak hour (which accounts for 7 percent of total daily traffic in the AM, and 9 percent in the PM).
Roads with both high vehicle and volume travel time and planning time delay normally lead to congestion
with a more regional impact, compared to ones with just high vehicle delay, due to the sheer number of
vehicles involved. This measure is used to analyze and rank peak travel time and planning time volume
delay by focus roadway facility, and just travel time volume delay by intersection and limited access
roadway bottleneck. For focus roadway facilities, the volume delay is divided by the facility length,
resulting in a peak volume delay per mile measure. The volume part of the delay measure is derived from
traffic flow defined as Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT), which is the average number of daily vehicles
that traverse a roadway analyzed for all days in the week over a one-year period. AADT is determined
through continual and seasonal traffic counts conducted by PennDOT, NJDOT, and DVRPC. For purposes
of this CMP, AADT was conflated to INRIX roadway segments using GIS and other conflation tools to
calculate peak hour volume delays. The conflation results in minor inaccuracies that can occur when
transferring spatial data between two spatially inconsistent databases.

High Anticipated V/C and High Anticipated Growth in V/C

This measure indicates where high traffic congestion might be in the future, and where it is likely to
significantly increase in the future according to the time span of the DVRPC Long-Range Plan (currently
2022 to 2050). The V/C ratio is a traditional traffic engineering measure indicating road capacity
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sufficiency, or whether the physical geometry provides sufficient capacity for travel movements. It is an
important measure for comparing a roadway’s performance over a future time period, as opposed to
travel time data, which is a more effective measure for indicating existing quality of service, and a driver’s
frustration. DVRPC Travel Demand Model runs provide AM and PM peak period V/C by roadway link (or
segment) for both the model’s base year (2015) and the Long-Range Plan’s horizon year (2050) in
addition to other analysis years in between. It identifies potential future congested roadways in 2050
using the 2050 socioeconomic forecasts, programmed projects approved for funding, and a host of other
inputs. Links with high anticipated V/C (>=0.85) for either the AM or PM peak hour in the horizon year and
links with high base year V/C (>=0.85) and 15 percent or more change increase between the base and
horizon year are used in this measure. Like AADT, Travel Demand Model V/C was conflated to the INRIX
roadway network.

National Performance Management Measures (PM3)

FHWA completed rulemaking for PM3 measures in May 2017, which were initially legislated by MAP-21,
and continued in both the FAST Act and the IIJA. Transportation Performance aims to improve
transportation project investments and decisions through performance-based planning and
programming. Baseline and required two- and four-year targets are established at the statewide and UZA
levels with the intention of programming projects to meet the regional targets (see Tables 2 through 5).
Although the baseline and target values are established at the statewide and UZA geographic levels, they
are calculated at the roadway segment level (except percent non-SOV travel which is calculated at the
census block group level) from the NPMRDS data, which includes roadways on the NHS. While it would
be helpful to have these measures calculated at lower level non-NHS road segments, this NPMRDS
dataset is federally approved. The NPMRDS data was conflated to the INRIX roadway network and
utilized in the CMP to identify and prioritize congested locations, and to develop strategies to mitigate
congestion. The three PM3 measures used in the CMP are LOTTR, TTTR, and PHED, and they are
described below.

Reliability Measure and Level of Travel Time Reliability (LOTTR)

This statewide PM3 reliability measure helps to assess the performance of the NHS and indicates the
percentage of person miles traveled on the interstate and non-interstate system NHS that are reliable
within a region (see 23 CFR 490.507(a)(1,2)). The measure is in part computed by calculating an LOTTR
value for each road segment, which is the ratio of the 80th percentile travel time to a “normal” travel time
(50th percentile). This measure is calculated for four peak time periods: weekdays 6:00-10:00 AM, 10:00
AM-4:00 PM, and 4:00-8:00 PM; and weekends 6:00 AM-8:00 PM. If all four periods are below a 1.50
threshold criteria, the reporting segment is designated reliable; if not then it is unreliable. This is the
portion of the measure that is used in the CMP. Both VMT and average vehicle occupancy are factored
into the reliability measure. The final reliability measure is calculated separately for interstate and non-
interstate routes as the total person miles that are reliable divided by the total person miles.

Table 2 shows the applicable statewide baseline, and two- and four-year actual performance and targets
for this PM3 measure for the 1st performance period (2017-2021). In New Jersey, the 2021 interstate
and non-interstate established targets were set at 82.0 percent and 84.1 percent, respectively, aiming for
actual performance to be above these figures. The actual performance was 94.0 percent and 92.2
percent, respectively; therefore the targets were achieved. In Pennsylvania, the 2021 interstate and non-
interstate targets were set at 89.5 percent and 87.4 percent, respectively. The actual performance was
92.8 percent and 92.6 percent, respectively; therefore the 2021 four-year targets were achieved. The
reliability targets were easily achieved in both states due largely to the impact of Covid-19 on travel
patterns and more workers shifting to working at home thereby reducing congestion owing to reduced
travel.
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Figure 18 shows the interstate and non-interstate roadways in the region that are unreliable using the
LOTTR part of the reliability measure. The time period with the highest LOTTR is mapped with brown
segments the most unreliable. For purposes of the CMP, an LOTTR value between 1.50 and 2.49 is
considered moderately unreliable, and 2.50 or more is considered most unreliable.

For the 2nd performance period (2022-2025), the baseline and two- and four-year targets for interstate
and non-interstate reliability are established, but no two- or four-year performance to compare against is
yet available (see Table 3). For New Jersey, the 2021 baseline for interstate reliability is 94.0 percent and
the two- and four-year established targets are 82.0 percent and 83.0 percent, respectively. The 2021
baseline for non-interstate reliability is 92.2 percent and the two- and four-year targets are 85.0 and 86.0
percent, respectively. NJDOT set the targets for future years based more on pre-pandemic performance,
while considering the possible effects of future changes in traffic trends due to the pandemic and
working remotely, and more off-peak trips. For Pennsylvania, the 2021 baseline for interstate reliability is
92.8 percent and the two- and four-year targets are both 89.5 percent, and the baseline for the non-
interstate reliability is 92.6 percent and the two- and four-year targets are both 88.0 percent. PennDOT set
targets considering increased freight and more road construction impacting performance, as well as
considering the effects of the pandemic.

Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) Index

This statewide index measure helps to assess freight movements on the interstate system within the
region, and is also referred to as the freight reliability measure (see 23 CFR 490.607). The TTTR indicates
the reliability of the interstates for freight movement measured by the ratio of the 95th percentile travel
time to a “normal” travel time (50th percentile). Unlike LOTTR, it does not include VMT and average
vehicle occupancy in the calculations, and there is no threshold criteria established for unreliability, the
higher the index, the more unreliable. Table 2 shows the applicable statewide baseline and two- and four-
year actual performance and targets for the 1st performance period (2017-2021). In New Jersey, the
2021 freight reliability index four-year established target was set at 1.95, aiming for actual performance to
be below this figure. The actual performance in 2021 was 1.56 compared, so the four-year target was
achieved. In Pennsylvania, the 2021 freight reliability index target was set at 1.40. The actual
performance in 2021 was 1.30, so the four-year target was achieved.

For the 2nd performance period (2022-2025), the baseline and two- and four-year targets are established,
but no two- or four-year performance to compare against is yet available (see Table 3). For New Jersey,
the 2021 baseline for the freight reliability index is 1.82 and the two- and four-year targets are 1.90 and
1.95, respectively. NJDOT set the two- and four-year targets higher in future years, considering the long-
term growth in e-commerce as a contributor to traffic congestion and unreliability. For Pennsylvania, the
2021 baseline for the freight reliability index is 1.30 and the two- and four-year targets are both 1.40.
PennDOT set targets considering increased freight and more road construction impacting performance,
and anticipates performance will move closer to pre-pandemic levels.

Figure 19 shows mapping of the freight reliability index on interstate roadways in 2021 classified into four
categories, with brown segments the most unreliable. This measure is calculated for five peak time
periods: weekdays 6:00—10:00 AM, 10:00 AM-4:00 PM, and 4:00—-8:00 PM; weekends 6:00 AM-8:00 PM,
and every day 8:00 PM-6:00 AM. The time period with the highest TTTR is used as the criteria for
determining reliability by road segment and mapped. For purposes of the CMP, a TTTR value of 2.00 or
more was considered unreliable, and included in the CMP objective measure scoring.
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Table 2: Reliability and TTTR Baseline, Target and Performance for Reliability Measures
1st Performance Period (2017-2021)

New Jersey Pennsylvania

Measure 2017 2019 A2 2017 2019 A 2021 A
. 4-Year . 2-Year 4-Year
Baseline Actual Baseline Actual Actual
Target Target Target

Interstate Reliability

; 82.0% | 80.6% | 82.0% | 94.0% | 82.0% | 89.8% | 89.9% | 89.8% | 92.8% | 89.5%
(Statewide)

Non-Interstate Reliability

(Statewide) 84.1% | 86.2% |Optional| 92.2% | 84.1% | 87.4% | 88.5% |Optional| 92.6% | 87.4%

Truck Reliability

(Statewide) 1.82 1.89 1.90 1.56 1.95 1.35 1.36 1.34 1.30 1.40

Sources: DVRPC CATT Lab, PennDOT, NJDOT, U.S. Census Bureau
Gray text indicates target not achieved

Table 3: Reliability and TTTR Baseline and Targets for Reliability Measures 2nd
Performance Period (2022-2025)

New Jersey Pennsylvania
Measure 2023 2025 2023 2025

Ba2£<e2Ii1ne 4-Year Ba2s()<-:2I:ne 2-Year 4-Year
Target Target Target

Interstate Reliability

(Statewide) 94.0% | 82.0% | 83.0% | 92.8% | 89.5% | 89.5%

Non-Interstate Reliability

(Statewide) 92.2% | 85.0% | 86.0% | 92.6% | 88.0% | 88.0%

Truck Reliability

(Statewide) 1.82 1.90 1.95 1.30 1.40 1.40

Sources: DVRPC, CATT Lab, PennDOT, NJDOT, U.S. Census Bureau
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Annual Hours of Peak Hour Excessive Delay (PHED) Per Capita

This UZA measure helps to assess excessive traffic congestion and the role it plays in pollutant
emissions as part of the CMAQ Program (see 23 CFR 490.707(a)). In the second performance period
starting in 2021, this measure applies to UZA populations over 200,000 that are, in all or part, of a
designated nonattainment or maintenance area for ozone, carbon monoxide, or particulate matter for air
quality conformity purposes under the Clean Air Act. The first performance period, which started in 2017,
applied only to UZAs with more than one million population. The Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD UZA was
included in this measure for the 1st performance period and the Trenton, NJ UZA is included in this
measure starting in the 2nd performance period. Travel times, hourly traffic volumes, posted speed limits,
mode shares (passenger vehicles, transit, and trucks), and average vehicle occupancy factors are used in
the excessive delay calculation at the roadway segment level for the full reporting calendar year for peak
periods 6:00-10:00 AM and 3:00-7:00 PM, and then aggregated to the UZA. The “excessive” part of the
PHED name is because some level of congestion is recognized as acceptable, and is thus not counted in
the measure. This corresponds to the recognition that it is not possible, nor sometimes desirable, to
eliminate all congestion delay; some congestion relates to economic activity and naturally occurs in
thriving places. The “per capita” implies that the total delay is shared by all residents; and that everyone
can benefit when some trips are avoided, shifted to walking or biking, or occur outside the peak time
period. Annual hours of PHED per capita is indicated by the ratio of the total delay to the population of the
UZA.

Table 4 shows the Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-NJ UZA baseline and two- and four-year actual performance
and targets for the 1st performance period (2017-2021). The four-year target was set at 17.2 hours of
PHED per capita, aiming for actual performance to be below this figure. The actual performance in 2021
was 13.1; therefore the four-year target was easily achieved. The impact of the Covid-19 pandemic and
more people working from home, greatly contributed to the low 2021 PHED actual performance.

For the 2nd performance period (2022-2025), the baseline, and two- and four-year targets are
established, but no two or four-year performance to compare against is yet available (see Table 5). The
Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD UZA 2021 baseline was 13.1 annual hours of PHED per capita and the two-
and four-year targets are 15.2 and 15.1, respectively. The Trenton, NJ UZA 2021 baseline was 3.4 and the
two- and four-year targets are both 5.7. The targets support the DVRPC Connections 2050 Long-Range
Plan and the DOT's transportation goals of increasing mobility and reliability while reducing congestion
and vehicle miles traveled. The targets were established in part based on past PHED trends and on
anticipating workers going back to the offices closer to 2019 traffic levels. Uncertainties still remain that
may impact the targets, including how many workers will continue to work remotely, and how much
inflation, energy costs, and supply chain disruptions will affect travel and congestion.

Figure 20 shows mapping of the annual hours of PHED in 2021 for both the Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD
and Trenton, NJ UZAs. Roadways outside the UZAs are excluded from this measure, which includes some
areas in each of the counties, with the exception of Philadelphia, which is totally inclusive. For purposes
of the CMP, roadway segments with PHED greater than the regional average are considered high
excessive delay, and included in the CMP objective measures scoring.
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Table 4: PHED and Non-SOV Baseline, Targets and Performance for Congestion
Measures 1st Performance Period (2017-2021)

Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD UZA

Measure 2017 | 2019 2019 g9y 2021
. 2-Year 4-Year
Baseline| Actual Actual
Target Target
Annual Hours pf PHED Per 16.8 14.6 17.0 13.1 17.2
Capita Optional
Percent Non-SOV Travel 27.9% | 28.2% | 28.0% | 30.6% | 28.1%

Sources: DVRPC CATT Lab, PennDOT, NJDOT, U.S. Census Bureau

Table 5: PHED and Non-SOV Baseline and Targets for Congestion Measures 2nd

Performance Period (2022-2025)

Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD UZA

Trenton, NJ UZA

2023 2025 2023
202? 2-Year 4-Year 2021 2-Year
Baseline Baseline
Target Target
Annual Hours of PHED Per | 4 15.2 15.1 3.4 5.7 5.7
Capita
Percent Non-SOV Travel 30.6% 30.0% 30.0% 26.4% 26.5% 26.8%

Sources: DVRPC CATT Lab, PennDOT, NJDOT, U.S. Census Bureau

Truck Travel Time Index (TTTI) and Truck Planning Time Index (TPTI)

These measures use truck-only travel times on the NHS (interstate and non-interstate) from the NPMRDS
database, separate from the PM3 measures, to identify congested and unreliable locations due to truck
traffic. TTTl is defined as the ratio of the observed truck travel time to the free-flow truck travel time by
roadway segment. Free-flow values are based on observed speeds for all time periods. Roadways with a
TTTI between 2.00 and 3.00 are considered moderately congested and ones greater than 3.00 are
considered highly congested. TTTl is analyzed for weekdays during the AM peak hours 7:00-8:00 and
8:00-9:00, and the PM peak hours 4:00-5:00 and 5:00-6:00. TPTI is defined as the ratio of the observed
truck planning time (95th percentile) to the free-flow truck travel time by roadway segment. Free-flow
values are based on observed speeds for all time periods. Roadways with a TPTI between 5.50 and 6.50
are considered moderately unreliable and ones greater than 6.50 are considered highly unreliable. The
measure data was conflated to the INRIX road network.

Bus Transit Reliability

This composite bus transit reliability measure was derived from the INRIX 2021 travel time data and the
latest bus route and ridership information available to identify routes where bus transit service is
particularly slow or delayed, and where road or transit improvements could increase reliability. Bus transit
reliability was calculated for most bus routes using planning time delay for each road segment along the
route. Planning time delay was also weighted by riders to indicate road segments and routes that are
most impacted by ridership. For purposes of the CMP, the reliability was calculated as vehicle and
ridership delay by route and mapped to identify which routes performed more reliably than others
according to the analysis. See Chapter 4, section 6 for more on the transit reliability analysis.
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3.2 Other CMP Objective Measure Criteria

In addition to the congestion and reliability measures, other CMP objective measures are developed to
support the goals of the Long-Range Plan (see Table 1). The measures are conflated to the INRIX
roadway network and help to prioritize congested roadways for improvements and to develop strategies
to mitigate congestion. The measures are classified by CMP objective and Long-Range Plan goals, and
include integrate modes and provide transit where it is most needed for accessibility, modernize and
maintain the existing transportation network, achieve Vision Zero, make global connections and improve
goods movement, maintain and enhance the transportation network security and cybersecurity and
prepare for major events, and supporting Long-Range Plan principles.

To support the goal to increase accessibility, the CMP gives more weight to congested roadway locations
near rail transit passenger stations, along and near bus transit routes, in areas where there are high
population and employment densities, and areas with high concentrations of zero-car households.

To support the goal to rebuild and maintain infrastructure, the CMP gives more weight to congested
locations where they exist on the NHS, on the National Highway Freight Network and associated freight
connectors, on transit bus and shuttle routes, near passenger and freight rail, near the Philadelphia
International Airport, and within freight centers. This analysis aligns with the federal PM2 pavement and
bridge condition measures where more emphasis is placed on managing congestion on NHS roadways—
however, condition measure figures are not included in this CMP analysis.

To support the Vision Zero goal, the CMP gives more weight to congested roadways where they exist
along high crash frequency and severity corridors. High crash frequency corridors are ones where actual
crash rates are four or more times the average rate (three or more in the New Jersey portion of the
DVRPC region) for a type of roadway. Roadway types include urban or rural, divided or undivided, limited
access or no access control, and roadway width and AADT thresholds. Crash rates are calculated as
crashes per one hundred million VMT, and average crash rates are assigned for each combination of
roadway types. High crash severity corridors are ones with five or more kills or severe injuries (four or
more for the New Jersey portion for the DVRPC region) per mile of roadway. Both crash frequency and
severity are analyzed from PennDOT and NJDOT crash databases over a five-year time period from 2017
10 2021 for PennDOT and 2016 to 2020 for NJDOT. This analysis generally aligns with federal PM1
measures for assessing fatalities and serious injuries for both motorized and non-motorized roadway
users.

To support the making global connections goal, the CMP gives more weight to locations where trucks
experience high congestion or unreliable travel times. Road segments that contain a high TTTI, TPTI, or
PM3 TTTR are given more weight in this CMP analysis.

To support the enhancing security goal, the CMP gives more weight to congested roadways where they
exist within high population and employment density areas; near heavily used transit stations; near major
roadway, passenger, and freight rail bridges; near key military, stadium, and waterfront locations; and
within the Limerick nuclear power plant evacuation zone.

To support the Long-Range Plan principles, the CMP gives more weight to congested roadways where
they are within land use centers; within infill, redevelopment and emerging growth areas; within 100- and
500-year floodplains; at locations with fewer environmental impacts; and in areas with high EJ
populations that are above and well above average based on DVRPC's Equity Analysis for the Greater
Philadelphia Region (See website at www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/ipd/).
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Figure 21 shows composite mapping of the CMP objective measures. Congested road segment locations
that meet more CMP objective measure criteria than others contain higher score totals and are given
stronger support for managing congestion. This analysis is used to help prioritize congested corridor and
subcorridor areas, which is further described in Chapter 4, section 7, and is used to help prioritize focus
roadway facilities, transit facilities, and intersection and limited access roadway bottlenecks, where each
contain a CMP objective score. Also, see the CMP website at www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/CMP2023/ for
the CMP objective measure mapping.
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Figure 21: CMP Objective Measures L
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4. Network Analysis

The CMP transportation network is represented on the region’s INRIX road network where travel time data
is available to help identify congested locations. Although congestion is analyzed and mapped by
roadway segment across the network using congestion and other CMP objective measures, further
analysis is conducted by aggregating road segments by corridor facility, transit facility and intersection to
analyze peak travel time and planning time vehicle and volume delays, and transit ridership delays.

4.1 Selecting Focus Roadway Corridor Facilities

Analyzing congestion at the roadway corridor facility level, rather than by roadway segment, can give a
better understanding of why some roadway corridors are performing better than others, and enables
congestion to be tracked over time. Focus roadway corridor facilities are identified based on locations
with high congestion using TTI, PTI, and other congestion performance measures, and that are within the
CMP congested corridor, subcorridor, and emerging growth corridor areas. There are 336 focus roadway
corridor facilities in the DVRPC region — 205 in Pennsylvania and 131 in New Jersey (see Figure 22).
These facilities are used to assist in prioritizing congested locations and developing a set of focused
strategies to manage congestion (see Chapter 4, section 7). Facility limits are delineated based on where
there are breaks between congested corridor and subcorridor areas, and between major interchanges,
and major arterial roadways. Ramps are not included in facilities mainly due to lack of traffic volume data
to analyze delays, but mainline merge roadways that typically contain volumes are included, such as
ramps connecting 1-476 to I-95 in Delaware County, or NJ 42 to I-295 in Camden County.

Peak vehicle and volume delay measures for both travel times and planning times are calculated from the
INRIX travel time and DOT traffic volume data, then totaled by facility and divided by the facility length,
and ranked separately for the Pennsylvania and New Jersey portions of the DVRPC region from most to
least in delay, for both measures. The delay is divided, or normalized, by facility length to get a per mile
measure, since longer facilities tend to over-represent delay. For example, Ridge Pike from I-476 to PA 29
(CMP facility 135) in Montgomery County is 20 miles, while US 1 (Roosevelt Boulevard) from PA 611 to
US 13 (CMP facility 42) in Philadelphia is only 9.5 miles. Facility mileage is the total miles in each
direction of vehicle travel, regardless of the number of through lanes. The focus roadway corridor
facilities are symbolized by volume delay in quartiles separately for the Pennsylvania and New Jersey
subregions, with brown locations being the most delayed and yellow the least.

Tables 6 and 7 contain a list of the focus roadway corridor facilities in the Pennsylvania and New Jersey
portions of the DVRPC region, respectively, sorted in ascending order by county and roadway name, and
ranked by both peak average travel time vehicle and volume delay with a rank of 1 being the most
delayed. The delay rankings are color coded by quartiles from the most to least in delay, with brown being
the most delayed and yellow the least. The facility mapping label identifier can be cross-referenced
between Figure 22 and tables 6 and 7 to identify rankings and other facility information. Most of the
facilities have more delay during the PM peak hour. There are a few with higher delay during the AM peak
hour, which are noted in the “AM/PM Highest Delay” column. Vehicle delays are measured in seconds,
while volume delays are measured in hours. Although congestion measures are of primary importance for
the CMP, they are not the sole consideration in ranking facilities, nor the only factors used to influence
investment decisions. Additional factors to consider are the other CMP objective measures drawn from
the Long-Range Plan, and are used to help select priority congested corridor and subcorridor areas (see
Chapter 4, section 8) and to identify strategies to mitigate congestion (see Chapter 4, section 9). Other
considerations are the Plan-TIP Project Evaluation Criteria (DVRPC Publication #23128), and broader Plan
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goals, such as Vision Zero and net zero greenhouse gases (GHG). The CMP objective measure score
totals for all segments that are part of the facility are averaged to derive a CMP objective score by facility
and it is ranked in comparison to the other facilities. Both the score and ranking are listed for each facility
along with the other delay information for that facility.

The focus roadway corridor facilities delay measures and recommendations should be considered in
DVRPC corridor and other planning studies, for evaluating before-and-after performance tracking, trending
performance over time, and could be added to the Plan-TIP Project Evaluation Criteria. Improvement
recommendations will need to be weighed against regional priorities and the region’s extreme funding
constraint.
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Figure 22: Focus Roadway Corridor Facilities
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Table 6:

Focus Roadway Corridor Facilities in the Pennsylvania Portion of the DVRPC Region: Peak Travel Time Vehicle and Volume Delay (Sorted by County and Roadway Name)

Peak Hour Travel Time Vehicle Delay (sec/mi) || Peak Hour Travel Time Volume Delay (hr/mi) (hh:mm:ss)

Highest CMP

AM PM | Highest | AM/PM AM Peak | PM Peak Peak | AM/PM Obj.

Map Limited Peak Peak Peak Highest Volume | Volume | Volume | Highest Score

ID |Roadway From Limit To Limit Miles | Access |County Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank || Rank | AADT Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank
146 |Bristol Rd PA 532 US 202 Pky 25.66 No Bucks 10.7 17.2 17.2 PM 106 143 12,467 1:30:38 3:12:09 3:12:09 PM 203
6 |[I-276 PA Tpk usi 1-95 10.60] Yes |Bucks 0.0 0.0 0.0 AM 202 201 34,668 0:00:21 0:00:06 0:00:21 AM 172
21 |I-295 PA 29 (Delaware River) us1 11.46] Yes |Bucks 0.9 0.1 0.9 AM 187 191 49,080 0:21:38 0:04:30 0:21:38 AM 200
22 |1-295 usi 1-95 12.45] Yes |Bucks 0.1 0.0 0.1 AM 200 199 60,807 0:02:44 0:01:44 0:02:44 AM 135
25 [I-95 PA 63 Academy Rd 5.43 Yes |Bucks 0.9 8.0 8.0 PM 163 131,561 1:11:11] 13:30:11 13:30:11 PM 72
24 |1-95 PA 132 (Street Rd) PA 63 3.22] Yes |Bucks 0.7 59 5.9 PM 174 97,780 0:40:14 7:12:08 7:12:08 PM 102
23 [I-95 1-276 PA Tpk PA 132 (Street Rd) 6.09 Yes |[Bucks 0.0 1.2 1.2 PM 186 175 88,959 0:00:41 1:20:09 1:20:09 PM 128
169 (I-95 1-276 PA Tpk PA-NJ State Line 4701  Yes |Bucks 0.1 0.1 0.1 PM 197 198 33,164 0:02:03 0:03:42 0:03:42 PM 157
89 [PA 132 (Street Rd) 1-95 us1 7.45 No Bucks 8.4 29.2 29.2 PM I 36,270 2:27:58| 12:26:24( 12:26:24 PM 88
90 |PA 132 (Street Rd) usi PA 611 (Easton Rd) 22.83 No Bucks 111 233 233 PM I 33,525 3:57:43] 10:39:21] 10:39:21 PM 101
151 |PA 309 Bethlehem Pk PA 663 (John Fries Hwy)/PA 113 6.29 No Bucks 5.3 19.2 19.2 PM I 41,227 2:03:18 9:38:43 9:38:43 PM 149
171 [PA 309 PA 663/PA 313 Cherry Rd 5.46 No Bucks 0.9 11.5 115 PM 144 I 39,523 0:19:55 5:40:12 5:40:12 PM 154
148 |PA 313 PA 611 PA 563 16.78 No Bucks 17.1 22.3 22.3 PM 117 17,104 2:46:58 4:35:47 4:35:47 PM 197
149 [PA 313 PA 563 PA 309 12.03 No Bucks 10.2 13.0 13.0 PM 131 164 12,752 1:10:22 1:55:28 1:55:28 PM 198
98 ([PA 332 PA 413 (Newtown Bypass) 1-295 8.86 No Bucks 4.8 8.5 8.5 PM 159 138 32,460 1:26:33 3:23:54 3:23:54 PM 181
97 |PA332 County Line Rd PA 413 (Newtown Bypass) 19.41 No Bucks 6.9 14.2 14.2 PM 124 149 16,267 1:11:14 2:57:29 2:57:29 PM 167
145 |PA 413 US 1 Bus (Lincoln Hwy) PA 332 8.65 No Bucks 12.2 259 25.9 PM 15,592 1:49:44 5:02:02 5:02:02 PM 62
144 [PA 413 PA-NJ State Line US 1 Bus (Lincoln Hwy) 12.58 No Bucks 4.1 11.9 11.9 PM 19,856 0:56:52 2:58:50 2:58:50 PM 94
172 |PA 513 Us 13 US 1 (Lincoln Hwy) 12.88 No Bucks 154 21.7 21.7 PM 11,250 1:49:21 3:25:19 3:25:19 PM 152
202 |PA 532 (Buck Rd) PA 213 (Bridgetown Pk) PA 332 (Newtown Byp) 10.87 No Bucks 9.7 12.6 12.6 PM 16,242 1:29:06 2:27:26 2:27:26 PM 188
173 [PA532/PA 213 PA 132 (Street Rd) us1 11.81 No Bucks 15.5 27.3 27.3 PM 13,581 2:23:00 5:30:23 5:30:23 PM 151
136 [PA 611 PA 132 (Street Rd) US 202 Pkwy 9.57 No Bucks 6.6 14.9 14.9 PM 37,280 2:21:05 6:52:03 6:52:03 PM 127
147 |PA 611 US 202 Pkwy Stump Rd 14.07 No Bucks 4.7 7.0 7.0 PM 167 172 23,981 0:44:20 1:26:44 1:26:44 PM 187
150 [PA 663 (John Fries Hwy) PA 309 I-476 NE Ext 6.72 No Bucks 7.9 154 15.4 PM 116 129 19,281 1:31:03 3:46:30 3:46:30 PM 174
44 |US1 Old Lincoln Hwy 1-295 15.40 No Bucks 0.8 3.7 3.7 PM 177 150 57,696 0:39:39 2:56:09 2:56:09 PM 117
45 |US1 1-295 PA-NJ State Line 12.66] Yes |Bucks 0.2 0.8 0.8 PM 190 187 53,181 0:06:47 0:32:03 0:32:03 PM 158
121 |US 13 1-95 PA 63 14.28 No Bucks 9.6 14.3 14.3 PM 123 153 16,777 1:22:47 2:44:06 2:44:06 PM 89
15 |US13 usi 1-95 12.97 No Bucks 0.2 0.5 0.5 PM 192 195 20,603 0:02:14 0:07:13 0:07:13 PM 142
73 [US 202 PA 413 PA 32 13.87 No Bucks 9.9 12.8 12.8 PM 133 152 16,783 1:37:25 2:46:36 2:46:36 PM 195
72 |US 202 PA 611 PA 413 9.45 No Bucks 3.1 2.7 3.1 AM 180 186 17,389 0:31:04 0:35:39 0:35:39 PM 175
152 [US 202 Business PA 611 PA 309 13.83 No Bucks 14.8 15.2 15.2 PM 118 159 12,408 1:49:26 2:29:32 2:29:32 PM 119
95 |County Line Rd PA 532 PA 611 17.44] _No__[Bucks, Montgomery go| 193] 193] pv_ |NCEBMINEENN 24217 2:11:29] 62037 6:20:37  PM 147
96 ([County Line Rd PA 611 PA 309 16.37 No Bucks, Montgomery 10.4 18.6 18.6 PM 103 136 15,456 1:29:35 3:29:49 3:29:49 PM 165
5 [I-276 PA Tpk PA 611 (Hatboro) usi 16.77] Yes |Bucks, Montgomery 0.2 1.6 1.6 PM 185 173 70,724 0:09:08 1:24:08 1:24:08 PM 137
108 |PA 309 Bergey Rd PA 663/PA 313 16.36 No Bucks, Montgomery 0.9 0.8 0.9 AM 188 189 38,222 0:21:14 0:23:14 0:23:14 PM 202
71 [US 202 Pkwy PA 309 PA 611 15.05 No Bucks, Montgomery 3.2 6.2 6.2 PM 171 170 20,964 0:37:00 1:35:50 1:35:50 PM 178
1 [I-76 PA Tpk PA 29 I-76 (Valley Forge) 15.44] Yes |Chester 0.0 0.0 0.0 PM 203 203 36,852 0:00:00 0:00:12 0:00:12 PM 192
116 [PA 100 US 30 Bypass us 202 6.33 Yes [Chester 5.8 17.2 17.2 PM 107 - 40,208 2:59:55| 11:13:16] 11:13:16 PM 124
115 |PA 100 Ridge Rd US 30 Bypass 26.44 No Chester 7.5 11.6 11.6 PM 142 119 22,824 1:58:00 4:31:38 4:31:38 PM 183
114 [PA 100 us 422 Ridge Rd 9.09 No |Chester 7.3 5.5 7.3 AM 166 179 18,483 1:16:01 1:14:28 1:16:01 AM 200
141 |PA 113 PA 100 US 30 Business 7.89 No Chester 16.1 15.0 16.1 AM 112 130 18,914 3:13:17 3:44:34 3:44:34 PM 190
180 [PA 252 UsS 30 us 202 4.64 No |Chester 13.6 12.2 13.6 AM 126 141 21,104 2:49:21 3:16:15 3:16:15 PM 77
182 |PA 29 Us 30 I-76 PA Tpk 4.02 No Chester 8.4 9.5 9.5 PM 155 139 29,440 2:22:27 3:22:32 3:22:32 PM 133
84 |PA 3 (West Chester Pk) PA 352 us 202 6.61 No |Chester 12.6 15.6 15.6 PM 114 - 35,942 4:31:32 7:15:03 7:15:03 PM 134
85 [PA 3 (West Chester Pk) UsS 202 US 322 Bus (High St) 6.03 No Chester 6.9 15.0 15.0 PM 119 135 17,321 0:55:09 3:36:21 3:36:21 PM 98
139 |PA 352/SR 2022 (Boot Rd) Pottstown Pk PA3 12.21 No |Chester 10.9 10.9 10.9 AM 149 165 13,364 1:28:52 1:51:42 1:51:42 PM 193
142 |PA 41 us1 PA-DE State Line 12.29 No Chester 14.5 20.8 20.8 PM - 123 17,460 2:23:39 4:20:08 4:20:08 PM 173
137 [PA 724 PA 100 PA 23 18.35 No |Chester 8.0 10.6 10.6 PM 152 167 12,494 0:58:14 1:41:00 1:41:00 PM 171
33 (US1 PA 82 (Unionville Rd) PA 52 (Kennett Pk) South 6.94 No Chester 2.6 11.5 11.5 PM 143 - 36,186 1:02:00 5:52:06 5:52:06 PM 164
58 |US1 PA 10 PA 82 (Unionville Rd) 28.04] Yes |[Chester 0.0 0.0 0.0 AM 204 204 29,001 0:00:01 0:00:00 0:00:01 AM 199
66 |[US 202 UsS 30 PA 29 8.75 Yes |Chester 0.1 0.2 0.2 PM 193 192 91,493 0:05:45 0:14:05 0:14:05 PM 170
65 |US 202 PA 3 us 30 9.69| Yes |Chester 0.0 0.1 0.1 PM 199 193 53,751 0:01:44 0:08:25 0:08:25 PM 163
52 [US30 PA 252 (Leopard Rd) us 202 11.63 No Chester 15.0 22.5 22.5 PM 104 18,499 2:48:18 5:15:08 5:15:08 PM 120




Table 6

Continued
Peak Hour Travel Time Vehicle Delay (sec/mi) || Peak Hour Travel Time Volume Delay (hr/mi) (hh:mm:ss)

Highest CMP

AM PM | Highest | AM/PM AM Peak | PM Peak Peak | AM/PM Obj.

Map Limited Peak Peak Peak Highest Volume | Volume | Volume | Highest Score

ID |Roadway From Limit To Limit Miles | Access |County Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank || Rank | AADT Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank
54 |US 30 Business US 30 Bypass PA 82 (Coatesville) 17.29 No Chester 12.6 36.1 36.1 PM 14,118 1:45:57 6:30:00 6:30:00 PM 53
53 |US 30 Business UsS 202 US 30 Bypass 9.31 No Chester 8.1 19.6 19.6 PM 124 16,073 1:18:06 4:17:23 4:17:23 PM 108
63 |US 30 Business PA 82 (Coatesville) PA 10 11.82 No Chester 1.1 8.0 8.0 PM 161 177 11,550 0:07:14 1:18:01 1:18:01 PM 166
56 |US 30 Bypass PA 100 US 30 Business 5.25| Yes |Chester 0.2 13.4 13.4 PM 127 45,400 0:04:42 7:33:00 7:33:00 PM 74
57 |US 30 Bypass US 30 Business Reeceville Rd 12.62 Yes |Chester 11.3 5.8 11.3 AM 146 66,757 7:12:43 4:33:40 7:12:43 AM 139
55 |US 30 Bypass UsS 202 PA 100 4.13] Yes |[Chester 2.0 2.0 2.0 PM 184 182 36,567 0:41:28 0:54:53 0:54:53 PM 111
143 |US 30 Bypass Reeceville Rd PA 10 15.21] Yes |Chester 0.2 0.2 0.2 PM 194 196 37,115 0:04:42 0:06:38 0:06:38 PM 189
140 [US 322 PA 82 US 30 Business 12.06 No Chester 15.1 16.4 16.4 PM 111 140 15,686 2:30:05 3:17:43 3:17:43 PM 184
181 |US 322 Us 202 US 30 Business 16.64 No Chester 5.4 9.4 9.4 PM 157 169 12,970 0:43:29 1:37:51 1:37:51 PM 194
179 [PA 252 PA 3 (Newtown Rd) us 30 11.66 No Chester, Delaware 11.6 10.8 11.6 AM 141 156 22,369 1:57:33 2:35:16 2:35:16 PM 182
34 (US1 PA 52 (Kennett Pk) South usS 202 12.00 No Chester, Delaware 3.5 6.2 6.2 PM 172 161 31,356 1:04:43 2:24:42 2:24:42 PM 162
51 JUS30 1-476 PA 252 (Leopard Rd) 13.34 No Chester, Delaware 13.7 20.1 20.1 PM 18,410 2:40:20 5:03:27 5:03:27 PM 91
64 |US 322/US 202 uUs1 PA 3 13.56 No Chester, Delaware 7.3 14.1 14.1 PM 48,505 3:22:04 8:20:00 8:20:00 PM 168
138 [PA 23 PA 724 PA 422 16.90 No Chester, Montgomery 18.4 27.1 27.1 PM 13,087 2:37:41 5:10:23 5:10:23 PM 129
168 |US 202 PA 29 I-76 14.10| Yes |Chester, Montgomery 0.1 0.2 0.2 PM 93,787 0:01:55 0:08:03 0:08:03 PM 147
118 |Baltimore Ave us 13 Bishop Ave 6.30 No Delaware 22.2 74.8 74.8 PM 18,476 3:42:49| 16:11:07] 16:11:07 PM 24
119 |Baltimore Pk Bishop Ave 1-476 5.73 No Delaware 24.6 64.6 64.6 PM 30,874 7:09:54| 24:44:51( 24:44:51 PM 31
120 |Baltimore Pk 1-476 usi 6.47 No Delaware 24.7 324 32.4 PM 18,573 3:54:53 6:35:07 6:35:07 PM 74
11 |I-476 US 30 (Villanova) US 3 (Broomall) 9.14| Yes |Delaware 1.4 30.3 30.3 PM 98,431 1:18:26| 35:27:38| 35:27:38 PM 69
14 |1-476 Baltimore Pk (Swarthmore) 1-95 7.36] Yes |Delaware 18.6 29.5 29.5 PM 83,463| 15:18:24| 30:09:52| 30:09:52 PM 50
13 |I-476 uUs1 Baltimore Pk (Swarthmore) 3.40| Yes |Delaware 23.2 26.2 26.2 PM 83,725 18:40:19| 27:12:07( 27:12:07 PM 70
12 |I-476 US 3 (Broomall) usi 7.32] Yes |Delaware 8.6 24.6 24.6 PM 78,823 6:24:35| 23:23:22| 23:23:22 PM 105
31 [I-95 1-476 usS 322 7.59] Yes |Delaware 7.1 21.5 215 PM 193,746 13:40:18| 56:55:43| 56:55:43 PM 21
32 |I-95 UsS 322 PA-DE State Line 5.50| Yes |Delaware 10.5 235 235 PM 117,627 13:11:41| 36:44:18| 36:44:18 PM 39
157 |Lansdowne Ave Us 13 PA 3 7.59 No Delaware 33.2 56.8 56.8 PM 17,857 6:11:22 13:00:43 13:00:43 PM 78
156 [PA 252 Baltimore Pk PA3 10.49 No Delaware 16.2 24.6 24.6 PM 14,290 2:27:58 5:12:38 5:12:38 PM 80
61 (PA291 UsS 13 1-95 18.12 No Delaware 2.8 2.5 2.8 AM 14,266 0:20:17 0:26:48 0:26:48 PM 105
80 |PA3 63rd St (Cobbs Creek Pkwy) usi 5.20 No Delaware 22.7 333 333 PM 25,941 5:52:15| 10:50:25] 10:50:25 PM 35
81 [PA 3 (West Chester Pk) uUs1 1-476 5.05 No Delaware 21.7 42.8 42.8 PM 36,085 7:46:57| 20:37:34( 20:37:34 PM 47
82 |PA 3 (West Chester Pk) 1-476 PA 252 6.54 No Delaware 31.3 38.6 38.6 PM 29,028 9:02:56| 14:18:05| 14:18:05 PM 90
184 |PA 320 (Sprowl Rd) uUs1 PA 3 (West Chester Pk) 6.49 No Delaware 22.8 294 294 PM 29,578 5:47:33 9:51:57 9:51:57 PM 124
154 [PA 352 1-95 usi 11.05 No Delaware 8.4 16.5 16.5 PM 22,771 1:54:25 4:22:16 4:22:16 PM 76
183 [PA 420/PA 320 (Sprowl Rd) 1-95 us1 11.31 No Delaware 15.6 32.2 32.2 PM 19,851 2:33:56 7:20:42 7:20:42 PM 53
35 JUS1 UsS 202 us 322 2.40 No Delaware 17.2 36.6 36.6 PM 37,075 6:29:36| 17:51:39] 17:51:39 PM 63
38 (US1 1-476 PA 3 9.03 No Delaware 18.5 37.5 375 PM 28,679 5:11:57| 13:23:31 13:23:31 PM 55
36 |US1 UsS 322 PA 352 11.62 No Delaware 3.8 9.8 9.8 PM 31,284 1:03:51 3:37:10 3:37:10 PM 107
37 (US1 PA 352 1-476 7.72 Yes |Delaware 1.9 3.7 3.7 PM 41,057 0:39:28 1:45:24 1:45:24 PM 131
47 |US 13 1-95 Baltimore Ave 13.92 No Delaware 15.8 32.2 32.2 PM 19,226 2:54:44 7:33:35 7:33:35 PM 45
46 |US13 PA-DE State Line 1-95 15.38 No Delaware 7.0 16.7 16.7 PM 11,581 0:51:57 2:38:35 2:38:35 PM 83
153 [US 202 usi State Line Rd 6.04 No Delaware 9.8 25.0 25.0 PM 49,856 4:51:53| 15:49:11| 15:49:11 PM 169
60 ([US 322 PA 452 us1 12.38 No Delaware 20.6 32.7 32.7 PM 26,581 5:07:05 10:00:39( 10:00:39 PM 103
59 |US 322 1-95 PA 452 2.49 No Delaware 10.1 12.3 12.3 PM 41,056 4:16:19 6:39:49 6:39:49 PM 144
167 |US 322 (Commodore Barry Br) 1-95 PA-NJ State Line 3.30] Yes |Delaware 0.0 0.2 0.2 PM 195 197 37,000 0:00:00 0:05:39 0:05:39 PM 123
83 |PA 3 (West Chester Pk) PA 252 PA 352 13.31 No Delaware, Chester 4.4 7.7 7.7 PM 164 154 29,560 1:09:38 2:43:15 2:43:15 PM 152
155 |PA 352 uUs1 PA 3 12.95 No Delaware, Chester 10.3 20.9 20.9 PM 12,873 1:19:14 3:42:04 3:42:04 PM 161
30 |I-95 PA 291 (Philadelphia Airport) 1-476 14.49] Yes |Delaware, Philadelphia 1.5 10.7 10.7 PM 123,673 1:37:49| 14:07:44| 14:07:44 PM 71
4 |1-276 PA Tpk PA 309 (Fort Washington) PA 611 (Hatboro) 8.88] Yes |Montgomery 7.2 8.6 8.6 PM 79,260 5:35:44 8:36:17 8:36:17 PM 130
3 [I-276 PA Tpk 1-476 PA Tpk NE Ext (Plymouth Meeting)[PA 309 (Fort Washington) 9.13| Yes [Montgomery 3.6 6.5 6.5 PM 90,465 3:09:49 7:24:41 7:24:41 PM 145
2 [1-276 PA Tpk I-76 (Valley Forge) I-476 PA Tpk NE Ext (Plymouth Meeting)| 15.02] Yes |Montgomery 0.1 6.2 62 PMm 52,479 0:03:09| 5:01:08] 5:01:08] PMm 124
9 |[I-476 1-276 PA Tpk (Plymouth Meeting) I-76 (Conshohocken) 8.51] Yes |Montgomery 2.7 13.1 13.1 PM 136,636 3:53:25| 22:11:48| 22:11:48 PM 66
8 |[I-476 PA Tpk NE Ext PA 63 (Sumneytown Pk) 1-276 PA Tpk (Plymouth Meeting) 21.21( Yes [Montgomery 0.7 0.1 07 Am 55,522 0:21:40] 0:05:38) 0:21:40] AM 184
19 (I-76 US 1 (City Ave) 1-476 16.21 Yes |Montgomery 29.8 50.5 50.5 PM 135,304 40:17:20| 88:16:42| 88:16:42 PM 15
20 |(I-76 1-476 I-76 PA Tpk 8.99] Yes |Montgomery 21.9 41.2 41.2 PM 123,308 27:13:27| 65:37:32| 65:37:32 PM 17




Table 6

Continued
Peak Hour Travel Time Vehicle Delay (sec/mi) || Peak Hour Travel Time Volume Delay (hr/mi) (hh:mm:ss)

Highest CMP

AM PM | Highest | AM/PM AM Peak | PM Peak Peak | AM/PM Obj.

Map Limited Peak Peak Peak Highest Volume | Volume | Volume | Highest Score

ID |Roadway From Limit To Limit Miles | Access |County Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank || Rank | AADT Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank
174 [Johnson Hwy/Plymouth Rd US 202 (Markely St) Germantown Pk 6.06 No |Montgomery 5.3 6.7 6.7 PM 8,276 0:24:52 0:43:35 0:43:35 PM 160
130 |Norristown Rd PA 463 us 202 12.71 No Montgomery 15.2 17.6 17.6 PM 14,752 2:14:23 3:12:26 3:12:26 PM 176
87 [PA113 PA 73 (Skippack Pk) Allentown Rd 13.37 No Montgomery 7.5 11.2 11.2 PM 14,570 1:12:22 2:17:52 2:17:52 PM 191
86 |PA113 us 422 PA 73 (Skippack Pk) 14.12 No Montgomery 6.1 8.0 8.0 PM 10,398 0:36:31 1:02:42 1:02:42 PM 179
134 |PA 29 Ridge Pk UsS 422 4.90 No Montgomery 5.2 14.4 14.4 PM 19,521 0:49:58 3:07:22 3:07:22 PM 136
133 [PA 29 PA 73 (Skippack Pk) Ridge Pk 9.43 No Montgomery 13.0 10.0 13.0 AM 10,297 1:22:11 1:22:01 1:22:11 AM 186
105 |PA 309 PA 611 1-276 13.44] Yes [Montgomery 1.8 15.2 15.2 PM 57,358 0:51:20 7:50:53 7:50:53 PM 115
106 [PA 309 1-276 PA 63 11.00f Yes |Montgomery 1.0 3.7 3.7 PM 60,533 0:37:35 2:50:39 2:50:39 PM 180
129 |PA 363 (S Valley Forge Rd) PA 73 (Skippack Pk) Ridge Pk 9.200 No |Montgomery 7.8 10.0 10.0[ PM 13,746 1:.01:19] 1:40:37 1:40:37] PM 176
128 [PA 363 (S Valley Forge Rd) PA 63 (Welsh Rd) PA 73 (Skippack Pk) 8.57 No Montgomery 3.6 6.9 6.9 PM 13,451 0:27:32 1:08:14 1:08:14 PM 140
176 |PA 363 (Trooper Rd) Ridge Pk US 422 5.15 No Montgomery 139 28.6 28.6 PM 23,651 2:56:36 7:13:06 7:13:06 PM 104
123 [PA 463 PA 113 PA 309 14.67 No Montgomery 14.3 25.8 25.8 PM 12,069 1:39:18 4:34:49 4:34:49 PM 146
124 |PA 463 PA 309 PA 611 15.24 No Montgomery 6.7 10.8 10.8 PM 14,956 1:00:40 2:04:38 2:04:38 PM 204
103 [PA 611 PA 73 1-276 11.43 No Montgomery 19.9 44.4 44.4 PM 29,666 5:36:19| 15:43:12| 15:43:12 PM 46
102 |PA 611 PA 309 PA 73 3.86 No Montgomery 10.1 22.6 22.6 PM 25,630 2:33:35 7:22:58 7:22:58 PM 97
92 |PAB3 PA 611 (Easton Rd) PA 152 (Limekiln Pk) 9.43 No Montgomery 12.2 22.9 22.9 PM 19,046 2:10:55 5:44:02 5:44:02 PM 87
94 [PAG63 PA 309 PA 463 (Forty Foot Rd) 12.74 No Montgomery 9.6 29.3 29.3 PM 15,454 1:18:10 5:19:25 5:19:25 PM 81
93 |PAG3 PA 152 (Limekiln Pk) PA 309 5.59 No Montgomery 9.7 11.8 11.8 PM 9,915 0:51:10 1:19:59 1:19:59 PM 156
175 |PA 63/PA 463 (Forty Food Rd) Sumneytown Pk PA 463 (Cowpath Rd) 6.46 No Montgomery 134 12.9 134 AM 14,951 1:51:53 2:33:47 2:33:47 PM 141
126 |PA 73 PA 309 usS 202 12.18 No Montgomery 18.2 21.5 21.5 PM 15,191 2:42:21 4:06:32 4:06:32 PM 143
125 |PA 73 SR 2056 (Washington Lane) PA 309 7.54] Yes |Montgomery 17.0 21.3 21.3 PM 12,808 2:14:26 3:44:06 3:44:06 PM 116
127 |PA 73 UsS 202 PA 113 15.07 No Montgomery 12.6 16.1 16.1 PM 15,131 1:53:35 3:03:27 3:03:27 PM 159
112 |Ridge Ave Northwestern Ave (County Line) 1-476 8.54 No Montgomery 9.6 26.0 26.0 PM 25,815 2:31:07 8:25:28 8:25:28 PM 99
135 |Ridge Pk 1-476 PA 29 20.47 No Montgomery 12.8 25.1 25.1 PM 18,149 2:28:51 5:42:02 5:42:02 PM 83
132 |SR 2017 (Susquehanna Rd) PA 611 PA 309 10.73 No Montgomery 17.4 17.9 17.9 PM 12,774 2:15:34 3:02:15 3:02:15 PM 150
131 |Sumneytown Pk UsS 202 PA 63 (Forty Foot Rd) 10.76 No Montgomery 22.6 25.8 25.8 PM 15,869 3:29:15 5:10:14 5:10:14 PM 113
67 |[US 202 1-76 DeKalb St 4.60 No Montgomery 13.0 40.9 40.9 PM 39,297 4:33:46| 18:52:41 18:52:41 PM 49
69 |US 202 (DeKalb Pk) Johnson Hwy (202 split) PA 73 (Skippack Pk) 6.34 No Montgomery 17.9 27.2 27.2 PM 15,672 3:01:11 5:40:53 5:40:53 PM 95
70 [US 202 (DeKalb Pk) PA 73 (Skippack Pk) PA 309 10.57 No Montgomery 17.4 19.9 19.9 PM 21,926 3:34:43 5:19:48 5:19:48 PM 110
68 |US 202 (Markley St) US 202 (DeKalb Pk) Swede Rd 9.45 No Montgomery 12.0 15.6 15.6 PM 21,088 2:36:12 4:14:05 4:14:05 PM 78
170 |US 202 Dekalb Pk US 202 (Markley St) Johnson Hwy Split 4.00 No Montgomery 8.5 23.0 23.0 PM 12,422 1:09:18 3:37:16 3:37:16 PM 32
76 |US 422 Egypt Rd Trooper Rd 6.53] Yes [|Montgomery 49 111 111 PM 77,469 3:37:56| 11:46:18] 11:46:18 PM 114
75 (US 422 PA 29 Egypt Rd 5.65 Yes |[Montgomery 2.4 4.2 4.2 PM 88,573 1:54:21 4:55:51 4:55:51 PM 109
77 |US 422 Trooper Rd us 202 4.65( Yes |Montgomery 3.2 1.0 3.2 AM 92,498 3:03:30 1:00:52 3:03:30 AM 138
74 (US 422 PA 100 PA 29 25.06( Yes |Montgomery 0.9 0.2 0.9 AM 63,829 0:42:10 0:11:44 0:42:10 AM 155
7 |1-476 PA Tpk NE Ext PA 663 (John Fries Hwy) PA 63 (Sumneytown Pk) 27.27] Yes |Montgomery, Bucks 0.0 0.0 0.0 AM 42,137 0:00:15 0:00:02 0:00:15 AM 205
88 [PA 113 Allentown Rd PA 309 6.33 No Montgomery, Bucks 13.6 14.4 14.4 PM 9,257 1:09:30 1:33:19 1:33:19 PM 118
107 [PA 309 PA 63 Bergey Rd 15.30 No Montgomery, Bucks 10.5 20.9 20.9 PM 37,732 3:53:37 9:54:45 9:54:45 PM 112
104 |PA 611 1-276 PA 132 (Street Rd) 9.29 No Montgomery, Bucks 8.6 17.2 17.2 PM 34,517 2:56:36 7:43:18 7:43:18 PM 121
113 [PA 100 PA 73 us 422 13.72 No Montgomery, Chester 0.4 2.4 2.4 PM 25,412 0:06:15 0:46:59 0:46:59 PM 196
177 |PA 29 PA 23 UsS 422 6.93 No Montgomery, Chester 17.0 32.8 32.8 PM 11,848 1:57:17 4:27:53 4:27:53 PM 99
10 |[I-476 I-76 (Conshohocken) US 30 (Villanova) 5.31] Yes |Montgomery, Delaware 1.2 8.4 8.4 PM 141,495 1:36:39| 15:07:36] 15:07:36 PM 96
50 [US30 US 1 (City Ave) 1-476 13.09 No Montgomery, Delaware 23.0 36.0 36.0 PM 25,537 5:24:58| 11:10:08 11:10:08 PM 65
39 |US1 PA 3 US 30 (Girard Ave) 5.11 No Montgomery, Delaware 21.8 33.9 33.9 PM 35,854 7:51:26| 14:59:52| 14:59:52 PM 57
109 |PA 63 uUs1 PA 611 (Easton Rd) 14.67 No Montgomery, Philadelphia 8.9 113 11.3 PM 16,077 1:16:46 2:30:55 2:30:55 PM 81
199 [PA 73 PA 232 (Oxford Ave) Church Rd 7.79 No Montgomery, Philadelphia 17.5 33.8 33.8 PM 18,061 3:07:32 7:43:27 7:43:27 PM 61
201 [Philmont Ave PA 63 (Red Lion Rd) Bustleton Ave 5.08 No |Montgomery, Philadelphia 24.7 32.1 321 PM 15,958 3:46:42 6:13:28 6:13:28 PM 60
40 |US 1 (City Ave) US 30 (Lancaster Ave) I-76 5.89 No Montgomery, Philadelphia 44.6 75.0 75.0 PM 43,195| 19:17:39| 40:34:17| 40:34:17 PM 14
204 |Allegheny Ave 1-95 PA 611 (Broad St) 7.03 No Philadelphia 23.6 64.3 64.3 PM 11,648 2:49:50 9:34:34 9:34:34 PM 44
190 |Byberry Rd US 1 (Roosevelt Blvd) Philmont Ave 4.26 No Philadelphia 41.1 62.4 62.4 PM 16,357 6:51:06| 13:10:23] 13:10:23 PM 85
196 |Chestnut St 63rd St 44th St 2.00 No Philadelphia 41.5 38.7 41.5 AM 15,211 12:05:01| 14:30:31| 14:30:31 PM 48
203 |Frankford Ave 1-95 us13 12.24 No Philadelphia 12.6 34.1 34.1 PM 8,824 1:11:27 4:04:26 4:04:26 PM 43
165 |I-676 (Ben Franklin Br) North 5th St PA-NJ State Line 1.06] Yes |[Philadelphia 28.0 14.4 28.0 AM 98,700 26:51:08 17:45:43] 26:51:08 AM 29




Table 6

Continued
Peak Hour Travel Time Vehicle Delay (sec/mi) || Peak Hour Travel Time Volume Delay (hr/mi) (hh:mm:ss)
Highest
AM PM Highest | AM/PM AM Peak | PM Peak Peak [ AM/PM
Map Limited Peak Peak Peak Highest Volume | Volume | Volume | Highest
ID |Roadway From Limit To Limit Miles | Access |County Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank | AADT Delay Delay Delay Delay

117 |I-676 (Vine Street Expy) 1-76 1-95 4.06| Yes [Philadelphia 70.9 141.0 141.0 PM 141,231 87:25:36] 252:53:51| 252:53:51 PM
17 (I-76 1-676 (Vine Street Expy) US 30 (Girard Ave) 3.39] Yes |Philadelphia 30.0 103.0 103.0 PM 158,785 43:24:11| 197:19:36| 197:19:36 PM
18 [I-76 US 30 (Girard Ave) US 1 (City Ave) 5.82 Yes |Philadelphia 79.2 82.6 82.6 PM 187,396 130:51:58| 188:03:20| 188:03:20 PM
16 (I-76 1-676 (Vine Street Expy) Passyunk Ave 6.08 Yes [Philadelphia 355 61.4 61.4 PM 120,294 41:23:51| 98:03:16| 98:03:16 PM
185 |I-76 Passyunk Ave PA-NJ State Line 7.30] Yes |Philadelphia 8.6 11.6 11.6 PM 98,078 8:14:22| 14:12:58( 14:12:58 PM
27 |1-95 PA 90 (Betsy Ross Bridge) I-676 (Vine Street Expy) 9.30] Yes |Philadelphia 26.8 63.1 63.1 PM 208,318| 46:39:42| 155:46:09 155:46:09 PM
26 [I-95 Academy Rd PA 90 (Betsy Ross Bridge) 11.35 Yes |Philadelphia 47.1 45.2 47.1 AM 185,896 87:50:27| 110:38:39| 110:38:39 PM
28 |I-95 I-676 (Vine Street Expy) I-76 (Walt Whitman Bridge) 6.00( Yes [Philadelphia 2.0 29.5 29.5 PM 144,542 3:14:31| 66:29:24] 66:29:24 PM
29 [I-95 I-76 (Walt Whitman Bridge) PA 291 (Philadelphia Airport) 9.83 Yes |Philadelphia 2.9 12.0 12.0 PM 154,048 4:20:42| 23:05:12| 23:05:12 PM
79 ([Market St PA 611 (Broad St) 21st Street 0.43 No Philadelphia 51.7 93.1 93.1 PM 16,008 16:17:23 37:10:17( 37:10:17 PM
78 [Market St 1-95 (Penns Landing) PA 611 (Broad St) 2.08 No Philadelphia 82.0 1225 122.5 PM 13,668 13:27:48| 25:17:01] 25:17:01 PM
186 |Market St 21st St 44th St 3.89 No Philadelphia 36.4 57.9 57.9 PM 14,850 5:33:47] 11:11:33] 11:11:33 PM
187 |Market St 44th St 63rd St 4.01 No Philadelphia 6.0 34.7 34.7 PM 10,999 0:33:59 4:55:38 4:55:38 PM
62 |PA291 1-95 I-76 8.75 No Philadelphia 5.5 7.4 7.4 PM 50,121 2:57:23 4:47:33 4:47:33 PM
161 |PA 3 (Chestnut St) 23rd St 44th St 1.69 No Philadelphia 22.7 40.5 40.5 PM 19,141 8:25:45] 19:52:56( 19:52:56 PM
159 [PA 3 (Chestnut St) Front St Broad St 1.15 No Philadelphia 8.6 48.5 48.5 PM 3,866 0:42:27 4:46:58 4:46:58 PM
160 |PA 3 (Chestnut St) Broad St 23rd St 0.76 No Philadelphia 0.0 0.0 0.0 PM 6,922 0:00:00 0:00:00 0:00:00 PM
164 [PA 3 (Walnut St) 23rd St 44th St 1.69 No Philadelphia 31.5 71.1 71.1 PM 16,524 9:57:19| 29:20:56] 29:20:56 PM
163 |PA 3 (Walnut St) Broad St 23rd St 0.76 No Philadelphia 53.0 87.1 87.1 PM 9,925 9:47:21| 20:47:42( 20:47:42 PM
162 [PA 3 (Walnut St) Front St Broad St 1.15 No Philadelphia 38.7 54.0 54.0 PM 6,587 5:13:27 9:34:18 9:34:18 PM
100 |PA 611 (Broad St) Girard Ave us1 6.77 No Philadelphia 44.1 92.4 92.4 PM 35,078 15:02:46| 41:16:43( 41:16:43 PM
101 [PA 611 (Broad St) usi PA 309 6.02 No Philadelphia 39.7 54.7 54.7 PM 28,727 12:39:36| 22:14:19| 22:14:19 PM
188 |PA 611 (Broad St) Washington Ave Market St 1.91 No Philadelphia 32.2 65.9 65.9 PM 20,599 6:32:17| 16:41:16( 16:41:16 PM
99 |PA 611 (Broad St) Market St Girard Ave 2.54 No Philadelphia 38.6 47.6 47.6 PM 23,127 8:36:21| 13:57:35] 13:57:35 PM
158 |PA 611 (Broad St) 1-76 Washington Ave 3.83 No Philadelphia 454 56.8 56.8 PM 24,728| 10:48:25| 17:29:23( 17:29:23 PM
189 [PA 73 (Cottman Av) 1-95 PA 232 (Oxford Ave) 7.51 No Philadelphia 27.2 53.7 53.7 PM 22,382 5:51:33] 15:04:08] 15:04:08 PM
195 |Passyunk Ave Broad St I-76 2.26 No Philadelphia 36.4 75.9 75.9 PM 12,639 4:51:21 12:53:04| 12:53:04 PM
193 [Pine St Front St Broad St 1.15 No Philadelphia 39.4 116.2 116.2 PM 7,772 5:57:17| 22:34:18] 22:34:18 PM
111 |Ridge Ave us1 Northwestern Ave (County Line) 10.27 No Philadelphia 27.1 46.4 46.4 PM 13,019 3:29:00 7:34:50 7:34:50 PM
110 |Ridge Ave Callowhill St usi 8.21 No Philadelphia 24.1 45.3 45.3 PM 11,049 2:38:15 6:09:24 6:09:24 PM
166 |Route 90 (Betsy Ross Br) Richmond St PA-NJ State Line 1.78] Yes |[Philadelphia 0.1 0.0 0.1 AM 22,000 0:01:17 0:00:00 0:01:17 AM
205 |Tacony-Palmyra Br 1-95 PA-NJ State Line 1.02| Yes |[Philadelphia 53 13.3 13.3 PM 36,772 2:15:12 6:18:20 6:18:20 PM
41 |US1 1-76 PA 611 6.08 Yes [Philadelphia 28.6 75.6 75.6 PM 84,056 17:38:54| 84:09:07( 84:09:07 PM
42 |US 1 (Roosevelt Blvd) PA 611 us13 9.50 No Philadelphia 27.4 34.2 34.2 PM 48,462 13:40:27| 21:38:09] 21:38:09 PM
43 |US 1 (Roosevelt Blvd) Us 13 Old Lincoln Hwy 14.42 No Philadelphia 3.3 9.5 9.5 PM 34,652 1:09:39 4:17:10 4:17:10 PM
197 [US 1 (Roosevelt Blvd) Frontage Rd [PA 611 us13 8.08 No Philadelphia 19.7 40.1 40.1 PM 40,689 7:56:27| 21:04:50] 21:04:50 PM
198 |US 1 (Roosevelt Blvd) Frontage Rd |US 13 I-276 PA Tpk 15.36 No Philadelphia 5.9 11.6 11.6 PM 28,152 1:44:45 4:21:45 4:21:45 PM
48 |US 30 (Girard Ave) US 13 (N 33rd St) Lancaster Ave 2.95 No Philadelphia 16.8 34.0 34.0 PM 21,901 4:02:56 10:05:00f 10:05:00 PM
49 |US 30 (Lancaster Ave) Girard Ave US 1 (City Ave) 4.44 No Philadelphia 22.7 37.2 37.2 PM 11,365 2:28:14 5:09:30 5:09:30 PM
194 |Walnut St 44th St 63rd St 2.01 No Philadelphia 18.9 79.0 79.0 PM 13,407 4:46:21| 27:19:14| 27:19:14 PM
191 |Washington Ave Front St Broad St 2.32 No Philadelphia 38.8 61.1 61.1 PM 17,922 6:45:43] 13:41:13( 13:41:13 PM
192 |Washington Ave Broad St Grays Ferry Ave 2.22 No |Philadelphia 30.3 38.6 38.6 PM 20,104 5:54:46 9:41:25 9:41:25 PM
200 [PA 532 (Bustleton Pk) US 1 Roosevelt Blvd PA 132 (Street Rd) 17.37 No Philadelphia, Bucks 9.4 294 294 PM 28,366 2:51:16| 10:54:00( 10:54:00 PM
91 |PAB3 1-95 usi 6.40( Yes [Philadelphia, Bucks 0.2 2.3 2.3 PM 63,460 0:05:12 1:16:18 1:16:18 PM
122 |US 13 PA 63 US 1 (Roosevelt Blvd) 13.70 No Philadelphia, Bucks 215 47.4 47.4 PM 18,091 3:35:36/ 10:32:07( 10:32:07 PM
178 |Germantown Pk Broad St I-476 NE Ext 21.32 No |Philadelphia, Montgomery 18.4 35.9 35.9 PM 11,989 2:05:00 5:08:00 5:08:00 PM

Most Delayed
Somewhat Delayed
Somewhat Not Delayed

Least Delayed
AM Delay

Source: DVRPC analysis of 2021 INRIX data




Table 7:

Focus Roadway Corridor Facilities in the New Jersey Portion of the DVRPC Region: Peak Travel Time Vehicle and Volume Delay (Sorted by County and Roadway Name)

Peak Hour Travel Time Vehicle Delay (sec/mi) || Peak Hour Travel Time Volume Delay (hr/mi) (hh:mm:ss)

Highest CMP

AM PM | Highest | AM/PM AM Peak | PM Peak Peak [ AM/PM| CMP | Obj.

Map Limited Peak Peak Peak Highest Volume | Volume | Volume | Highest | Obj. |Score

ID |Roadway From Limit To Limit Miles| Access |County Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank || Rank | AADT Delay Delay Delay Delay | Score | Rank
427 |CR 537 CR 541 (Mt. Holly Byp) usS 206 9.12 No Burlington 2.9 5.7 5.7 PM 82 96 8,210 0:14:33 0:35:27 0:35:27 PM
355 [CR 537 (Marne Hwy) NJ 73 CR 541 (Mt. Holly Byp) 20.02] No [Burlington 9.7 14.2 14.2 PM - 72 8,846 0:55:23(  1:44:08| 1:44:08] PM
403 |CR 541 (Mt. Holly Rd)/CR 691 CR 537 (Washington St) us 130 13.89 No Burlington 0.8 6.3 6.3 PM 81 79 23,766 0:11:28 1:33:30 1:33:30 PM
405 [CR 603/N Elmwood Rd NJ 70 CR 537 (Marne Hwy) 12.79 No Burlington 4.8 5.4 5.4 PM 88 104 7,201 0:19:51 0:28:28 0:28:28 PM
404 (CR 607 NJ 70 CR 537 (Marne Hwy) 11.26 No Burlington 3.9 11.0 11.0 PM 79 12,000 0:24:52 1:35:38 1:35:38 PM
420 |CR 620 NJ 73 CR 623 9.06 No Burlington 8.1 17.7 17.7 PM 11,252 0:53:00 2:26:56 2:26:56 PM
419 [CR 626 1-295 us 130 8.47 No Burlington 0.7 13 1.3 PM 109 114 15,428 0:06:25 0:15:29 0:15:29 PM
430 [I-295 NJ 38 (Exit 40) CR 541 (Exit 47) 13.67 Yes Burlington 0.1 0.4 0.4 PM 116 109 81,776 0:04:06 0:22:23 0:22:23 PM
330 [I-295 CR 541 (Mt. Holly Rd) 1-95 9.56] Yes [Burlington 0.0 0.0 0.0 AM 129 129 73,305 0:00:15 0:00:00 0:00:15 AM
325 |I1-95 PA-NJ State Line NJ Tpk 13.71 Yes Burlington 0.1 0.2 0.2 PM 122 126 40,937 0:01:51 0:02:51 0:02:51 PM
353 [NJ38 NJ 73 1-295 7.93 No Burlington 5.4 17.9 17.9 PM | 35,046 1:50:01 7:47:09 7:47:09 PM
354 [NJ38 I-295 US 206 19.21] No [Burlington 0.6 4.6 46/ pv | 92 || 76 | 29,656] 0:11:32] 1:40:09] 1:40:09] PM
369 [NJ70 NJ 73 usS 206 20.40 No Burlington 115 21.0 21.0 PM | 19,392 2:16:19 5:17:59 5:17:59 PM
372 INJ73 NJ Tpk (Exit 4) NJ 70 6.07 No Burlington 51 19.4 194 PM I 38,006 2:27:27] 11:41:26( 11:41:26 PM
306 |NJ Tpk Exit 4 (Camden - Philadelphia) Exit 5 (Burlington - Mt. Holly) 18.99] Yes [Burlington 0.0 3.3 33 PM 58,832 0:00:00 2:27:14 2:27:14 PM
408 |NJ Tpk Exit 6 (1-95) Exit 7 (Bordentown - Trenton) - Cars Only 8.61| Yes |Burlington 2.5 24 2.5 AM 100 87 39,678 0:59:19 1:13:48 1:13:48 PM
300 |NJ Tpk Exit 5 (Burlington - Mt. Holly) Exit 6 (1-95) 10.60] Yes [Burlington 0.1 0.0 0.1 AM 124 121 64,524 0:04:45 0:00:14 0:04:45 AM
301 |NJ Tpk Exit 6 (1-95) Exit 7 (Bordentown - Trenton) 8.62 Yes Burlington 0.1 0.0 0.1 AM 127 127 46,272 0:01:53 0:00:00 0:01:53 AM
334 [US 130 NJ 73 CR 543 (Columbus Rd) 23.15] No__[Burlington 27 m3[  113]  pv [GOENIRZ6N 20,111 1:04:23] 54401 54401 PM
414 |US 130 CR 543 (Columbus Rd) 1-95 6.48 No Burlington 0.8 2.1 2.1 PM 105 100 23,022 0:10:51 0:35:57 0:35:57 PM
333 [US 130 1-295 1-95 9.19 No Burlington 0.7 1.9 1.9 PM 108 103 23,800 0:08:43 0:29:40 0:29:40 PM
415 |[US 206 NJ 70 NJ 38 11.56 No Burlington 4.6 9.2 9.2 PM 73 80 13,730 0:36:52 1:35:09 1:35:09 PM
416 |US 206 NJ 38 NJ Tpk 22.05 No Burlington 2.2 5.2 5.2 PM 91 95 15,035 0:18:46 0:55:26 0:55:26 PM
417 |[US 206 NJ Tpk UsS 130 2.42 No Burlington 1.2 2.1 2.1 PM 106 102 19,952 0:13:56 0:31:16 0:31:16 PM
309 |[I-295 NJ 70 (Exit 34) NJ 38 (Exit 40) 11.83] Yes [Burlington, Camden 0.6 8.8 8.8 PM 76 94,086 0:33:47| 10:35:24| 10:35:24 PM
371 |INJ73 US 130 NJ Tpk (Exit 4) 10.28 No Burlington, Camden 2.3 14.6 14.6 PM 50,240 1:14:49| 10:36:03 10:36:03 PM
303 [I-295 CR 656 (Florence Columbus Rd) 1-95 15.51] Yes [Burlington, Mercer 0.1 0.1 0.1 AM 126 122 70,478 0:03:47 0:04:32 0:04:32 PM
409 |NJ Tpk Exit 7 (Bordentown - Trenton) Exit 7A (Trenton - Hamilton Twp) - Cars Only| 13.92( Yes |Burlington, Mercer 2.7 2.9 2.9 PM 97 74 47,384 1:13:23 1:44:36 1:44:36 PM
379 |NJ Tpk Exit 7 (Bordentown - Trenton) Exit 7A (Trenton - Hamilton Twp) 13.96] Yes [Burlington, Mercer 0.3 0.2 0.3 AM 118 117 63,455 0:09:43 0:11:19 0:11:19 PM
332 |US 130 1-195 1-295 13.22 No Burlington, Mercer 0.7 3.0 3.0 PM 96 93 22,354 0:10:31 0:58:18 0:58:18 PM
418 |US 206 US 130 1-195 4.65 No Burlington, Mercer 0.8 2.1 2.1 PM 104 104 17,382 0:08:07 0:29:23 0:29:23 PM
391 |CR 534 (Blackwood-Cementon Rd)|NJ 42 CR 686 (Gibbsboro Rd) 7.03 No Camden 3.7 13.7 13.7 PM 20,713 0:43:01 3:30:42 3:30:42 PM
421 |CR 536 Spur NJ 42 us 30 11.90 No Camden 49 5.6 5.6 PM 12,798 0:32:36 0:56:33 0:56:33 PM
386 |CR 544 NJ 41 uUs 30 6.25 No Camden 2.5 12.6 12.6 PM 11,416 0:16:29 1:48:07 1:48:07 PM
388 [CR 544 CR 673 NJ 73 5.95 No Camden 3.9 7.0 7.0 PM 16,863 0:38:49 1:27:23 1:27:23 PM
387 |CR 544 (Evesham Rd) Us 30 CR 673 5.70 No Camden 1.0 5.8 5.8 PM 12,879 0:06:39 0:49:50 0:49:50 PM
396 |CR 551 (Kings Hwy) UsS 30 us 130 6.16 No Camden 5.9 9.1 9.1 PM 9,628 0:33:15 1:05:39 1:05:39 PM
383 |CR 561 1-676 1-295 13.65 No Camden 10.0 23.8 23.8 PM 11,113 1:23:32 3:58:17 3:58:17 PM
382 [CR561 1-295 CR 689 (Berlin - Cross Keys Rd) 14.15 No Camden 6.6 12.9 12.9 PM 18,984 1:21:15 3:46:24 3:46:24 PM
384 |CR 636 UsS 30 NJ 38 6.34 No Camden 14.6 31.2 31.2 PM 17,744 2:23:38 6:39:37 6:39:37 PM
380 [CR 644 Route 90 NJ 70 7.93 No Camden 0.1 13.5 135 PM 21,927 0:01:13 4:49:29 4:49:29 PM
381 |CR 644 NJ 70 CR 561 3.49 No Camden 18.4 23.5 235 PM 13,977 2:22:06 4:17:36 4:17:36 PM
389 |CR 673 (Springdale Rd) CR 561 (Haddonfield-Berlin Rd) CR 616 (Church Rd) 10.45 No Camden 3.0 111 111 PM 15,221 0:23:10 2:01:32 2:01:32 PM
390 |CR 673 (White Horse Rd) CR 561 (Haddonfield-Berlin Rd) CR 534 ( Blackwood-Cementon Rd) 8.20 No [Camden 14.3 24.2 24.2 PM 16,685 2:11:31 4:52:19 4:52:19 PM
392 |CR 686 (Gibbsboro Rd) CR 534 (Blackwood-Cementon Rd) |CR 561 (Lakeview Dr) 5.78 No [Camden 1.8 8.6 8.6 PM 9,580 0:09:12 1:10:05 1:10:05 PM
308 |I-295 NJ 42 (Exit 26) NJ 70 (Exit 34) 16.38 Yes |[Camden 7.8 315 315 PM 113,655 8:42:03| 45:46:36| 45:46:36 PM
327 [I-676 NJ-PA State Line I-76 9.88] Yes [Camden 2.7 174 17.4 PM 54,804 0:56:42| 13:23:59| 13:23:59 PM
328 |I-76 NJ-PA State Line 1-295 6.87 Yes [Camden 3.5 40.0 40.0 PM 130,306 4:51:22| 66:18:17| 66:18:17 PM
312 |NJ 168 (Black Horse Pk) 1-295 NJ 42 7.97 No Camden 253 59.6 59.6 PM 14,589 3:39:37| 11:27:02] 11:27:02 PM
397 |NJ 168/CR 605 1-295 CR 561 (Haddon Av) 9.57 No Camden 7.0 30.7 30.7 PM 14,233 1:00:58 5:42:03 5:42:03 PM
395 [NJ 41 (Kings Highway)/ CR 551 NJ 70 us 30 7.23 No Camden 14.1 21.0 21.0 PM 10,491 1:26:53 2:48:28 2:48:28 PM
367 |NJ70 NJ 38 1-295 10.35 No Camden 9.6 27.0 27.0 PM 44,232 4:23:13 15:41:10|] 15:41:10 PM




Table 7

Continued
Peak Hour Travel Time Vehicle Delay (sec/mi) || Peak Hour Travel Time Volume Delay (hr/mi) (hh:mm:ss)
Highest CMP
AM PM | Highest | AM/PM AM Peak | PM Peak Peak | AM/PM Obj.
Map Limited Peak Peak Peak Highest Volume | Volume | Volume | Highest Score
ID |Roadway From Limit To Limit Miles| Access |County Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank || Rank | AADT Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank
305 |NJ Tpk Exit 3 (Woodbury - South Camden) |Exit 4 (Camden - Philadelphia) 17.10f Yes [Camden 1.0 2.5 2.5 PM 101 84 46,883 0:26:24 1:27:34 1:27:34 PM 80
314 |Sicklerville Rd AC Expressway 536 Spur 11.22 No Camden 3.6 11.7 11.7 PM 14,505 0:31:09 2:08:27 2:08:27 PM 86
336 [US 130 UsS 30 I-76 5.19] No [Camden 6.0 33.9 33.9 PM 49,245 2:46:54( 17:42:35( 17:42:35 PM 7
335 |US 130 NJ 73 uUsS 30 10.17 No Camden 0.9 5.2 5.2 PM 33,872 0:18:38 2:12:29 2:12:29 PM 54
323 (US 30 US 130 1-295 9.82] No [Camden 18.6 35.1 35.1 PM 26,443 3:58:02 11:31:56 11:31:56 PM 6
324 |US 30 1-295 NJ 73 20.05 No Camden 7.4 19.2 19.2 PM 25,534 1:58:42 6:47:53 6:47:53 PM 32
322 (US 30 1-676 US 130 4.40| Yes |Camden 0.3 3.6 3.6 PM 50,673 0:09:23 2:25:23 2:25:23 PM 18
352 |NJ 38 US 130 NJ 73 10.98 No Camden, Burlington 3.6 22.2 22.2 PM 43,811 1:33:32| 12:29:43 12:29:43 PM 15
394 [NJ41 NJ 70 NJ 38 5.08| No [Camden, Burlington 4.1 16.3 16.3 PM 21,078 0:50:58 4:24:32 4:24:32 PM 95
368 |NJ 70 1-295 NJ 73 6.38 No Camden, Burlington 14.4 26.1 26.1 PM 49,391 7:07:23| 16:41:14( 16:41:14 PM 14
373 [NJ73 NJ 70 Us 30 17.08 No [Camden, Burlington 6.6 23.5 23.5 PM 33,043 2:19:52 10:11:11 10:11:11 PM 42
370 |INJ73 NJ-PA State Line uUsS 130 4.48 No Camden, Burlington 2.0 10.0 10.0 PM 40,447 0:46:52 5:00:05 5:00:05 PM 27
402 |NJ 90 NJ-PA State Line NJ 73 6.64 Yes |Camden, Burlington 0.0 0.0 0.0 PM 29,110 0:00:00 0:00:00 0:00:00 PM 60
310 |AC Expressway Williamstown Rd (Exit 38) Western Terminus (US 42) 12.60| Yes [Camden, Gloucester 0.2 1.0 1.0 PM 39,586 0:03:23 0:27:11 0:27:11 PM 103
393 |CR 689 (Berlin - Cross Keys Rd) NJ 42 AC Expressway 14.36 No [Camden, Gloucester 53 18.9 18.9 PM 19,260 0:50:33 4:38:13 4:38:13 PM 53
313 |NJ 168 NJ 42 AC Expressway 6.48 No Camden, Gloucester 7.0 14.0 14.0 PM 10,223 0:41:38 1:46:02 1:46:02 PM 57
385 [NJ41 NJ 42 Us 30 7.42| No [|Camden, Gloucester 8.9 24.6 24.6 PM 14,368 1:12:18 5:13:17 5:13:17 PM 27
311 |NJ 42 AC Expressway 1-295 14.78 Yes |[Camden, Gloucester 11.3 8.6 11.3 AM 111,499 12:24:37| 14:00:09| 14:00:09 PM 27
337 [US 130 I-76 1-295 6.74| No [Camden, Gloucester 2.9 11.6 11.6 PM 17,980 0:32:05 2:47:18 2:47:18 PM 50
406 (CR 534/CR 640 NJ 41 UsS 130 10.24 No Gloucester 3.0 13.2 13.2 PM 14,004 0:26:35 2:46:26 2:46:26 PM 61
426 |CR 544 NJ 41 CR 534 3.67| No |[Gloucester 1.7 26.2 26.2 PM 15,327 0:22:55 5:46:33 5:46:33 PM 33
363 |CR 551 (Kings Hwy) CR 678 (Berkley Rd) NJ 45 6.63 No Gloucester 1.6 2.0 2.0 PM 4,402 0:08:03 0:13:23 0:13:23 PM 76
364 [CR 553 (Kings Hwy) 1-295 NJ 55 15.07| No |[Gloucester 5.6 11.7 11.7 PM 11,454 0:40:03 1:55:15 1:55:15 PM 91
365 |CR 553 (Kings Hwy) NJ 55 NJ 47 4.95 No Gloucester 3.6 12.5 12.5 PM 11,394 0:24:10 1:47:18 1:47:18 PM 79
422 |CR 654 UsS 322 NJ 47 16.08| No |[Gloucester 4.7 9.4 9.4 PM 70 92 9,147 0:25:01 1:04:22 1:04:22 PM 104
429 |CR 678 1-295 NJ 45 8.10 No Gloucester 1.9 2.3 2.3 PM 102 116 7,004 0:07:59 0:12:34 0:12:34 PM 110
423 |CR 689 (Berlin - Cross Keys Rd) NJ 42 us 322 9.69] No |[Gloucester 1.4 6.3 6.3 PM 83 98 9,280 0:07:21 0:49:31 0:49:31 PM 105
424 |1-295 Us 322 CR 602 6.08 Yes |Gloucester 0.0 0.0 0.0 AM 128 128 38,836 0:00:51 0:00:00 0:00:51 AM 96
362 [NJ41 NJ 42 NJ 47 7.09 no [Gloucester 8.4 19.7 19.7 PM 12,349 1:00:27 3:14:51 3:14:51 PM 117
366 |NJ42 AC Expressway us 322 13.61 Yes |Gloucester 4.3 19.5 19.5 PM 38,393 1:47:08| 10:13:23 10:13:23 PM 44
360 [NJ45 US 130 Kings Hwy 6.13[ No |Gloucester 16.2 27.9 27.9 PM 10,669 2:16:20 5:03:54 5:03:54 PM 21
361 |NJ45 Kings Hwy usS 322 15.17 No Gloucester 4.9 11.3 11.3 PM 14,351 0:41:09 2:09:09 2:09:09 PM 66
357 [NJ 47 NJ 55 Us 322 12.89] No |[Gloucester 7.5 19.7 19.7 PM 12,928 0:58:22 3:33:58 3:33:58 PM 77
356 |NJ47 US 130 NJ 55 11.67 No Gloucester 10.4 16.8 16.8 PM 13,473 1:22:46 2:54:15 2:54:15 PM 87
358 [NJ55 NJ 42 NJ 47 8.28| Yes |[Gloucester 19.6 17.8 19.6 AM 58,164 10:46:57 12:35:23 12:35:23 PM 17
359 |NJ55 NJ 47 usS 322 12.10 Yes |Gloucester 0.6 0.2 0.6 AM 112 111 51,508 0:19:14 0:08:35 0:19:14 AM 99
304 |NJ Tpk Exit 2 (Swedesboro-Glassboro) Exit 3 (Woodbury - South Camden) 26.17] Yes |Gloucester 0.0 0.2 0.2 PM 119 118 39,880 0:00:00 0:06:37 0:06:37 PM 114
425 |US 130 1-295 CR 620 9.69 No Gloucester 0.1 0.2 0.2 PM 120 124 13,557 0:00:17 0:03:13 0:03:13 PM 93
338 |US 130/1-295 1-295 Us 322 23.85| Yes [Gloucester 0.2 0.1 0.2 AM 121 119 59,729 0:06:25 0:03:07 0:06:25( AM 108
340 |US 322 1-295 NJ Tpk (Exit 2) 7.63 No Gloucester 7.8 14.7 14.7 PM 16,634 1:03:50 2:53:05 2:53:05 PM 85
342 |US 322 NJ 55 CR 536/CR 654 (Main St) 18.04| No |[Gloucester 4.7 9.8 9.8 PM 10,517 0:33:09 1:35:57 1:35:57 PM 94
341 |US 322 NJ Tpk (Exit 2) NJ 55 14.43 No Gloucester 4.3 7.2 7.2 PM 13,051 0:33:25 1:11:38 1:11:38 PM 118
339 [US 322 NJ-PA State Line 1-295 7.33] Yes |[Gloucester 0.0 0.0 0.0 PM 130 130 30,802 0:00:00 0:00:00 0:00:00 PM 109
307 |I-295 US 130 NJ 42 (Exit 26) 5.79 Yes |Gloucester, Camden 10.2 9.6 10.2 AM 67 70,383 7:29:19 9:11:48 9:11:48 PM 22
428 |US322/CR 536 CR 536/CR 654 (Main St) AC Expressway 3.75] No |[Gloucester, Camden 7.8 324 324 PM 15,344 1:13:33 5:53:11 5:53:11 PM 24
399 |CR533 US 206 us1 16.29 No Mercer 4.5 11.3 11.3 PM 17,028 0:44:39 2:40:44 2:40:44 PM 89
375 [CR571 us1 UsS 130 1395 No [Mercer 6.4 10.6 10.6 PM 66 18,019 1:00:10 2:15:29 2:15:29 PM 98
374 |CR 571 (Washington Rd) NJ 27 us1 3.28 No Mercer 8.1 9.4 9.4 PM 71 83 12,658 0:59:54 1:29:09 1:29:09 PM 5
401 |CR 583 (Princeton Pk) 1-295 NJ 27 10.23| No [Mercer 11.1 11.5 11.5 PM 68 14,801 1:35:20 2:06:02 2:06:02 PM 112
407 |CR 622 (Olden Ave) 1-295 NJ 31 9.75 No Mercer 13.5 34.2 34.2 PM 15,846 1:54:34 6:47:16 6:47:16 PM 57
400 |CR 638 us1 CR 571 8.43] No [Mercer 5.5 9.3 9.3 PM 72 86 11,613 0:35:37 1:18:54 1:18:54 PM 68
326 |I-195 1-295 1-95 (NJ Tpk) 12.23 Yes Mercer 0.1 0.5 0.5 PM 114 110 58,307 0:02:32 0:21:15 0:21:15 PM 65
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Peak Hour Travel Time Vehicle Delay (sec/mi) || Peak Hour Travel Time Volume Delay (hr/mi) (hh:mm:ss)
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ID |Roadway From Limit To Limit Miles| Access |County Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank || Rank | AADT Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank
377 [1-295 NJ 31 NJ 29 8.401 Yes |Mercer 0.0 0.6 0.6 PM 113 112 39,832 0:00:39 0:16:59 0:16:59 PM 97
376 |1-295 uUs1 NJ 31 9.43 Yes Mercer 0.0 0.1 0.1 PM 125 120 53,759 0:01:29 0:05:03 0:05:03 PM 120
329 |[I-295 1-195 usi 15.18( Yes [Mercer 0.1 0.1 0.1 AM 123 123 53,277 0:03:33 0:04:13 0:04:13 PM 102

398 |NJ 129 NJ 29 us1 3.96 No Mercer 9.3 14.8 14.8 PM I 24,109 2:06:46 4:19:14 4:19:14 PM 3
413 [NJ 133 NJ Tpk CR571 8.37] No [Mercer 0.3 0.3 03] Am | 127 || 125 | 19969] 0:02:38] 0:03:00] 0:03:00] PMm 119
412 |NJ 27 US 206 County Line 7.49 No Mercer 17.9 24.9 24.9 PM I 8,938 1:54:19 3:33:19 3:33:19 PM 46
343 [NJ 29 Cass St CR 579 (Sullivan Way) 6.85 No Mercer 1.4 6.2 6.2 PM 35,813 0:28:10 3:00:57 3:00:57 PM 26
378 |NJ 29 Cass St 1-295 5.57 Yes Mercer 2.2 0.3 2.2 AM 62,313 1:08:08 0:11:12 1:08:08 AM 52
345 [NJ 29 CR 579 (Sullivan Way) 1-295 6.22| Yes |Mercer 2.6 2.4 2.6 AM 12,469 0:21:54 0:24:12 0:24:12 PM 75
348 |NJ 31 CR 623 (Pennington Titusville Rd) |CR 518 (Lambertville Hopewell Rd) 9.14 No Mercer 10.5 11.2 11.2 PM 15,258 1:52:15 2:44:20 2:44:20 PM 106
347 [NJ31 1-295 CR 623 (Pennington Titusville Rd) 5.71 No Mercer 8.5 10.7 10.7 PM 19,946 1:36:15 2:34:24 2:34:24 PM 70
344 |NJ31 US 206 CR 622 (Olden Ave) 3.67 No Mercer 1.9 7.1 7.1 PM 10,771 0:10:48 0:52:37 0:52:37 PM 23
346 [NJ31 CR 622 (Olden Ave) 1-295 6.03 No Mercer 0.8 4.5 4.5 PM 13,943 0:07:38 0:48:28 0:48:28 PM 90
351 |NJ33 1-295 US 130 9.24 No Mercer 10.6 26.2 26.2 PM 16,940 1:43:48 5:33:06 5:33:06 PM 62
349 [NJ33 us1i CR 622 (Olden Ave) 2.37 No Mercer 5.8 255 25.5 PM 12,529 0:41:55 3:59:00 3:59:00 PM 8

350 |NJ33 CR 622 (Olden Ave) 1-295 4.04 No Mercer 4.1 21.1 21.1 PM 13,929 0:35:09 3:31:27 3:31:27 PM 25
410 |NJ Tpk Exit 7A (Trenton - Hamilton Twp) |Exit 8 (Hightstown - Freehold) - Cars Only 15.59] Yes ([Mercer 2.7 2.5 2.7 AM 51,343 1:19:40 1:37:17 1:37:17 PM 124
302 |NJ Tpk Exit 7A (Trenton - Hamilton Twp) |Exit 8 (Hightstown - Freehold) 15.47] Yes [Mercer 0.4 0.0 0.4 AM 68,821 0:16:25 0:00:00 0:16:25 AM 124
318 [US1 Alexander Rd CR 629 2.16 No Mercer 18.9 18.1 18.9 AM 50,898 9:40:20 11:45:32| 11:45:32 PM 19
317 |US1 1-295 Alexander Rd 8.44 No Mercer 2.2 7.1 7.1 PM 107,267 1:55:40 9:28:54 9:28:54 PM 45
316 [US1 CR 616 (Whitehead Rd) 1-295 5.78] Yes |Mercer 2.8 9.1 9.1 PM 36,786 1:22:04 5:39:02 5:39:02 PM 35
315 |US1 NJ-PA State Line CR 616 (Whitehead Rd) 7.17 Yes Mercer 0.4 0.7 0.7 PM 48,639 0:14:49 0:24:18 0:24:18 PM 38
331 [US130 NJ 133 1-195 15.29 No Mercer 0.7 7.2 7.2 PM 26,174 0:10:52 2:22:09 2:22:09 PM 116
320 |US 206 1-295 NJ 27 12.09 No Mercer 18.1 13.6 18.1 AM 12,465 2:26:30 2:18:37 2:26:30 AM 55
321 |[US 206 NJ 27 Princeton Ave/County Line 6.55 No Mercer 15.5 16.0 16.0 PM 11,910 1:47:28 2:22:57 2:22:57 PM 63
411 |[US 206 NJ 31 1-295 9.24 No Mercer 12.8 11.9 12.8 AM 9,369 1:11:17 1:30:16 1:30:16 PM 20
319 |US 206 1-195 NJ 31 8.77 No Mercer, Burlington 2.5 13.9 139 PM 15,674 0:24:53 2:17:29 2:17:29 PM 12

Most Delayed
Somewhat Delayed
Somewhat Not Delayed

Least Delayed
AM Delay

Source: DVRPC analysis of 2021 INRIX data
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4.2 Most Congested Focus Roadway Corridor Facilities

The top two focus roadway corridor facilities with the highest peak vehicle delay and volume delay using
both travel times and planning times were identified separately for each county in the region. Some
county facilities were in the top two for both delay measures using both travel times and planning times,
which reduced the total number of most congested facilities for a county. The final analysis identified 41
most congested facilities, with 23 in the Pennsylvania subregion and 18 in the New Jersey subregion (see
Table 8). These facilities are listed in ascending order by county and roadway name, along with the map
identifier, from and to limit, municipality (for Philadelphia the Planning Area), and the county in which they
are located. The number of most congested facilities is limited due to the importance of targeting
locations with the worst traffic congestion and due to funding availability. Some of these facilities are
part of projects programmed on the Pennsylvania TIP (Fiscal Year [FY] 2023-2026) and New Jersey TIP
(FY 2024-2027), and others are on the Long-Range Plan (Connections 2050). Facilities not ranked as the
most congested should also be considered for improvements, but weighed against other regional
priorities and the region’s extreme funding constraint.

Focus Roadway Corridor Facility Summaries

The following pages include a map profile summary of each of the most congested focus roadway
corridor facilities in the order they are listed in Table 8, along with a map title indicating the facility map
identifier and name. Each map profile summary page provides the following information:

Main Map

Shows the location of the most congested facility, the annual average daily traffic for the facility (labeled
in black), focus intersection and limited access roadway bottlenecks on or near the facility (see Sections
4.3 and 4.4, respectively, for more information on bottlenecks), nearby bus and passenger rail routes, and
road segments that show high congestion indicated by the TTI measure (either a TTI between 1.50 and
1.99, or greater than 2.00).

Summary of Conditions

Provides delay measure rankings within each state out of the 205 Pennsylvania and 131 New Jersey
focus roadway corridor facilities in the region. This section identifies roadway type (limited access or
arterial) and potential or planned projects to mitigate congestion.

Congestion Measures

Lists the congestion performance measures for the most congested focus roadway corridor facility. The
peak average travel time (TT) and planning time (PT) vehicle delay measures are derived from the INRIX
travel time data, measured in seconds. Higher values indicate more vehicle delay. The peak hour volume
delay measure is derived from the travel time and planning time delay and PennDOT, NJDOT, and DVRPC
collected traffic volumes, with higher values indicating more volume delay. LOTTR, TTTR, and PHED are
PM3 measures and indicate the miles of the measure that exist along the facility. The measures are only
available on NHS roadways and the TTTR and PHED measures having further restrictions. TTTR is only
available on interstate roadways and PHED only on NHS roadways within the Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD
or Trenton, NJ UZAs. If these measures are not available to be computed “n/a” is indicated for the value.
The TDM Forecasted Congestion measure represents the length of roadway miles where the regional
travel demand model forecasts V/C greater than or equal to 0.85 in 2050.

Planned Improvements on the Long-Range Plan and TIP
Indicates projects on the roadway facility that are programmed on the Pennsylvania TIP (FY 2023-2026),
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New Jersey TIP (FY 2024-2027), and the Long-Range Plan (Connections 2050). Long-Range Plan projects
indicated with a letter designate transit projects and ones with a number road projects. Ones italicized
indicate unfunded aspirational projects, and others are in the fiscally constrained funded plan.

Very Appropriate Strategies
Indicates the most appropriate strategies to mitigate congestion for the roadway facility, which might be
different from the strategies for the subcorridor area which many times contain multiple types of
facilities. Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized.

Additional Factors
Provides additional information for the facility location that may affect mitigation strategies, and
investment decisions. This includes the facility directional miles, whether it is on the NHS, along a bus
transit route, along a park and ride lot, the count of focus roadway intersection or limited access
bottlenecks, the number of miles of CMP high crash frequency and severity, the number of traffic signals
(indicated as “n/a” for freeways since they are not applicable), and the annual average daily traffic. It also
indicates the CMP objective scores, which are the same ones listed in Tables 6 and 7. Higher scores
mean more CMP objectives are met for the facility.

Table 8: Most Congested Focus Roadway Corridor Facilities

MapID
Pennsylvi

Roadway

Municipality

24 195 P2 132 (Street Rd) PA B3 Bensalem Bucks

a9 PA 132 (Street Rd) I-95 uUsi Bensalem, Bristol Bucks

145  |PA 413 US 1 Bus (Lincoln Hury) PA 332 Langhore, Langhorne Manor, Middletown  [Bucks

173 |PAS32/PA 213 PA 132 (Street Rd) usi L. Southampton, Langhorne, Middletown Bucks

75 35 PA 63 (Woodhaven Rd) Academy Rd Bensalem, Morth Delaware Bucks, PhiladeIphia
116 PA 100 US 30 Bypass Us 202 West Goshen, West Whiteland Chester

138 |PA23 PAT24 Us 422 East Pikeland, Phoeneixville, Schuylkill Chester, Montgomery
54 US 30 Busines US 30 Bypass PA B2 (Coatesville) Caln, Coatesvile, Downingtown, East Caln [Chester

56 US 30 Bypass PA 100 US 30 Business East Caln, West White land Chester

57 US 30 Bypass US 30 Business Reeceville Rd Caln, East Caln Chester

64 Us 322/U5 202 usi PAZ warious Chester

118 |Baltimore Ave us 13 Bishop Ave Clifton Heights, Lansdowne, Upper Darby Delaware
119 |Baltimore Pk Bishop Ave 476 MNether Providence, Springfield Delaware

31 95 476 Us 322 Chester City, Chester, Ridey Delaware

32 95 Us 322 PA-DE State Line Lower Chichester, Upper Chichester Delaware
157  |Lansdowne Ave Us 13 PA S Darby, Lansdowne, Upper Darby, Yeadon Delaware

19 76 US 1 (City Ave) I-476 Lower Merion, West Conshohocken Montgomery
20 76 I-476 I-76 PATPK U pper Merion, West Conshohocken Montgomery
40 US 1 (City Ave) US 30(Girard Ave) I-76 Lower Merion, West Park Montgomery, Philadelphia
117|676 (Vine Street Expy)] |76 I-95 Central Fhikde phia
17 76 676 (Vine Street Expy) US 30 (Girard Ave) U niversity - Southwest, West Park Phiadephia
18 176 US 30 (Girard Ave) US 1 (City Ave) West Park Fhilade phia
78 Market St I-95 (Penn's Landing) PA 611 (Broad 5t) Central Philade phia
309 |I-295 M) 70 (Exit 34) M) 38 (Exit 40) Cherry Hill, Mount Laure | Burlington
365 N1 70 Ml 753 Us 206 Evesham, Medford, Southampton Burlington
372 |NIT3 M) TPK (Exit 4) M) 70 Evesham, Mount Laure| Burlington
371 |NITF3 Us 130 M1 TPK (Exit 4) various Burlington
308 |I-295 M) 42 (Exit 26) M) 70 (Exit 34) various Camden

328 e MJ-PA State Line I-295 Be llmawr, Gloucester, Mount Ephraim Camden

312 |MJ 168 (Black Horse Pk) |1-295 M) 42 Be llmawr, Gloucester, Runnemede Camden

426 |CR 544 NI 41 CR 534 Deptford G loucester
307 |1-295 Us 130 M) 42 [Exit 26) various G bucester
311 MN142 AC Expressway I-295 various G bucester
360 M) 45 Us 130 Kings Hwy various G loucester
358 |MISS M1 42 M1 47 Deptford G loucester
428 |US322/CR536 CR 536/CR 654 (Main 5t) AC Expressway Winslow, Monroe Gloucester
407 |CR 622 (Olden Awve) I-295 Ml 31 Trenton, Hamilton, Ewing IMercer

351 |N)33 I-295 Us 130 Hamilton, Robbinsville Mercer

349  |NJ33 Usi CR 622 (Olden Ave) Trernton Mercer

318 |uUs1 Alexander Rd CR 629 West Windsor Mercer

317 usi I-295 Alexander Rd Lawrence, West Windsor Mercer

Source: DVRPC, 2023
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Figure 23: Facility 24
I-95 from PA 132 (Street Rd) to PA 63, Bucks County, PA
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PA Subcorridor 4B

Congestion Measures

1-95 from PA 132 (Street Rd) to PA 63 (Woodhaven Rd) in Bucks County is ranked #174 and #87 in | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 5.9
peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #170 and #53 in peak planning time PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 27.9
vehicle and volume delay, respectively. 1-95 is an interstate limited access roadway that includes | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 7:12:08
four travel lanes in each direction. A Park and Ride lot is located south of 1-95 at PA 63 at PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 34:08:01
Cornwells Heights (15 E 21st N, Bensalem, PA) that contains 1,600 spaces and includes shuttle Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.00
service from the lot to SEPTA's Trenton Line station. In May 2023, the shuttle service averaged Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 0.42
about 120 passengers per day. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 8,756
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.00

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #1701-95 at PA 132 / Street Road; #CS CONNECT NEC 2035 Facility Miles: 3.22
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #110309 1-95/US 13/PA 132 Slip Ramp Operation Improvement; #103556 | National Highway System (NHS): Yes
1-95 ATMS (GR9); #98027 1-95 Congestion Management; #17918 1-95 Transit Improvements CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.00
1) Incident Management Transit Route: Yes
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: Yes
3) Active Traffic Management (ATM) and Active Transportation and Demand Management (ATDM) | Bottlenecks: 3
4) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Expanded Parking for Existing Transit Stations (including remote, all modes) Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 97,780
6) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services CMP Objectives Score: 5.26

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 24: Facility 89
PA 132 (Street Rd) from 1-95 to US 1, Bucks County, PA
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Congestion Measures

PA 132 (Street Rd) from 1-95 to US 1 (Lincoln Ave) in Bucks County is ranked #69 and #55 in peak TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 29.2
travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #80 and #61 in peak planning time vehicle | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 74.1
and volume delay, respectively. PA 132 is an undivided principal arterial roadway that contains two | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 12:26:24
travel lanes in each direction with a middle turn lane along portions of the roadway. An adaptive | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 31:51:13
signaling system is operating along the corridor to help maximize the efficiency of the roadway. Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.57
Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 30,715
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.34

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #170 - I-95 at PA 132 / Street Road Facility Miles: 7.45
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #110309 1-95/US 13/PA 132 Slip Ramp Operation Improvement National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 1.89
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) County and Local Road Connectivity Bottlenecks: 4
4) Parking Supply-and-Demand Management Traffic Signals: 17
5) Shuttle Service to Stations Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 36,270
CMP Objectives Score: 5.62

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 25: Facility 145

PA 413 from US 1 Bus (Lincoln Hwy) to PA 332 (Newtown Bypass), Bucks County, PA
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Congestion Measures

PA 413 from US 1 Business to PA 332 (Newtown Bypass) in Bucks County is ranked #77 and #111 in | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 25.9
peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #76 and #112 in peak planning time PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 78.3
vehicle and volume delay, respectively. PA 413 is an undivided prinicipal arterial roadway with TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 5:02:02
primarily one lane in each direction with multiple signalized intersections that include separate PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 14:45:11
turning lanes at the signalized approaches. A new partial cloverleaf interchange is proposed at PA | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 5.68
413 (Pine St) and US 1 with additional lanes along PA 413 at the interchange area, then funneling | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
down to one lane at Flowers Ave to the north and Bellevue Ave to the South. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 46,555
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 312

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #37 US 1 Reconstruction (RC3) including interchange improvements at PA 413 Facility Miles: 8.65
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #93446 Route 1 Improvement Frontage Corridor (RC 3); #116082 National Highway System (NHS): Yes
Bellevue Ave Grade Crossing; #115420 Penndel Borough Intersection Improvements CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.15
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.03
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Turning Movement Enhancements Bottlenecks: 1
4) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Traffic Signals: 7
5) Walking and Bicycling Improvements Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 15,592
6) Major Reconstruction with Minor Capacity Additions CMP Objectives Score: 6.61
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Figure 26: Facility 173
PA 532/PA 213 from PA 132 (Street Rd) to US 1, Bucks County, PA
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
PA 532 (Bustleton Pk)/PA 213 (Bridgetown Pk) from PA 132 (Street Rd) to US 1 in Bucks County is | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 27.3
ranked #72 and #101 in peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #89 and #124 | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 66.7
in peak planning time vehicle and volume delay, respectively. PA 532 comprises a small portion of | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 5:30:23
the western portion fo the corridor and then splits off northbound and PA 132 eastbound. PA532 | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 13:07:25
is a principal arterial roadway and PA 132 a minor arterial, and both are undivided with PA 532 Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.10
containing two travel lanes in each direction and PA 213 one travel lane. CMP bottlenecks occur at | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
the intersections of PA 532 and PA 132, PA 213 and East Bristol Rd, and PA 213 and PA 413, Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 1,937
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 2.25
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: No projects Facility Miles: 11.81
* FY 2023-26 TIP: No projects National Highway System (NHS): No
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 1.03
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Turning Movement Enhancements Bottlenecks: 3
4) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Traffic Signals: 12
5) Express Transit Routes or Stop Consolidation Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 13,581
CMP Objectives Score: 3.63
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Figure 27: Facility 25

I-95 from PA 63 (Woodhaven Rd) to Academy Rd, Bucks and Philadelphia Counties, PA
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1-95 from PA 63 (Woodhaven Rd) to Academy Road in Bucks and Philadelphia Counties is ranked
#163 and #50 in peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #143 and #24 in peak
planning time vehicle and volume delay, respectively. I-95 is an interstate limited access roadway
that includes four travel lanes in each direction. A Park and Ride lot is located south of 1-95 at PA
63 at Cornwells Heights that contains 1,600 spaces and includes shuttle service from the lot to
SEPTA's Trenton Line station. In May 2023, the shuttle service averaged about 120 passengers per
day. A limited access roadway bottleneck occurs along 1-95 southbound at the PA 63 on-ramp.
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Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi):

Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi):
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi):

8.0

41.7
13:30:11
71:05:48
0.00
0.00
0.00
271

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP
* 2050 LRP: MRP #131 I-95 Bucks/Philadelphia Active Traffic Management; #CS CONNECT NEC 2035
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #91490 Expr Service Patrol; #103556 - 1-95 ATMS (GR9); #98027

1-95 Congestion Management; #17918 1-95 Transit Improvements/FLEX (Cornwells Heights)

Additional Factors

Facility Miles:

National Highway System (NHS):
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi):

Very Appropriate Strategies

1) Incident Management

2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

3) Expanded Parking for Existing Transit Stations (including remote, all modes)

4) Active Traffic Management (ATM) and Active Transportation and Demand Management (ATDM)
5) Express Transit Routes or Stop Consolidation

CMP High Crash Severity (mi):
Transit Route:

Park and Ride:

Bottlenecks:

Traffic Signals:

Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT):

6) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services

CMP Objectives Score:

5.43
Yes
0.00
1.54
Yes

Yes

il

n/a
131,561
6.10

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 28: Facility 116
PA 100 from US 30 Bypass to US 202, Chester County, PA
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
PA 100 from US 202 to the US 30 Bypass in Chester County is ranked #107 and #57 in peak travel TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 172
time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #145 and #81 in peak planning time vehicle and | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 38.6
volume delay, respectively. PA 100 is a limited access divided expressway that includes two travel | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 11:13:16
lanes in each direction with the northern portion ending at the US 30 Bypass and changing to an PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 23:38:35
arterial roadway and the southern portion merging with US 202. PA 100 northbound experiences | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): n/a
traffic congestion from Pottstown Pk to US 30, and a project is currently programmed on the TIp | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 0.87
to mitigate. SEPTA's Exton station at PA 100 and US 30 is on the TIP for multimodal improvements. | Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 76,503
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.00
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #217 PA 100 Northbound at Exton Station; #172 US 202 (Section 200) Facility Miles: 6.33
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #118025 PA 100 Northbound at Exton Station; #93588 Exton Station National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.00
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: Yes
3) Incident Management Bottlenecks: 4
4) Turning Movement Enhancements Traffic Signals: 2
5) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 40,208
6) Bottleneck Removal of a Limited Scale for Cars and Trucks CMP Objectives Score: 4.76
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Figure 29: Facility 138
PA 23 from PA 724 to US 422, Chester and Montgomery Counties, PA
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Congestion Measures

PA 23 from PA 724 to US 422 in Chester and Montgomery Counties is ranked #74 and #106 in peak | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 27.1
travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #96 and #133 in peak planning time vehicle | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 60.5
and volume delay, respectively. PA 23 is a minor arterial roadway that includes one travel lane in | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 5:10:23
each direction with portions including a middle turn lane. PA 23 passes through Phoenixville PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 11:49:36
Borough which contains various mixed land uses and through the Valley Forge National Historic Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): n/a
Park which contains more rural uses. CMP bottlenecks occur along the western portion of the PA | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
23 corridor, including Main St, PA 113 (Bridge St), Township Line Rd, and PA 724 (Schuylkill Rd). Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): n/a
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 3.31

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: No projects Facility Miles: 16.90
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #66952 PA 23/Valley Forge Road and North Gulph Relocation; #115423 National Highway System (NHS): No
Route 23 Corridor Safety Improvements CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.00
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Turning Movement Enhancements Park and Ride: No
3) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Bottlenecks: 4
4) Complete Streets Traffic Signals: 15
5) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 13,087
CMP Objectives Score: 4.41
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Figure 30: Facility 54
US 30 Business from US 30 Bypass to PA 82 (Coatesville), Chester County, PA
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Congestion Measures

US 30 Business from PA 82 (Manor Rd) to the US 30 Bypass in Chester County is ranked #47 and TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 36.1
#91 in peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #70 and #111 in peak planning | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 82.7
time vehicle and volume delay, respectively. US 30 Business is an undivided principal arterial TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 6:30:00
roadway that includes one travel lane in each direction and passes through both the City of PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 14:54:16
Coatesville and Downingtown Borough. US 30 Business contains many signalized intersections Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 7.61
with additional left-turn lanes at major intersection approaches, and contains bicycle lanes in both | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
directions on portions of the corridor in Coatesville. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 84,304
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 1.69

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #AF Amtrak Keystone Corridor-Coatesville Station; #W Atglen Regional Rail Ext Facility Miles: 17.29
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #87534 Coatesville Train Station; #107553 & 87781 US 30 Bypass National Highway System (NHS): Yes
Eastern and Western sections, including CMP supplemental strategies for portions of US 30 Bus | CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.00
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Improve Circulation Park and Ride: Yes
3) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Bottlenecks: 7
4) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Traffic Signals: 30
5) Expanded Parking for Existing Transit Stations (all modes) Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 14,118
6) Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) CMP Objectives Score: 6.96
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Figure 31: Facility 56
US 30 Bypass from PA 100 to US Business, Chester County, PA
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Congestion Measures

US 30 (Exton Bypass) from PA 100 to US 30 Bus in Chester County is ranked #127 and #80 in peak | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 13.4
travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #83 and #43 in peak planning time vehicle | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 73.3
and volume delay, respectively. The Exton Bypass is a limited access divided expressway that TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 7:33:00
includes two travel lanes in each direction, plus shoulders, and interchanges at PA 100 and US30 | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 41:07:54
Bus. SEPTA's Paoli/Thorndale passenger rail line runs parallel to US 30, and the Exton SEPTA station | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 1.05
is located at the southeast corner of the US 30 and PA 100 interchange off Howard Road. ACMP | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
limited access bottleneck occurs along US 30 westbound at the US 30 Bus westbound on-ramp. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 6,910
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 2.08

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP ID #137 US 30 Coatesville-Downingtown Bypass (Eastern Section) Facility Miles: 5.25
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #87781 US 30 Bypass (CER Eastern Section), major SOV capacity-adding National Highway System (NHS): Yes
and includes CMP supplemental strategies; #92182 Expressway Service Patrol CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.81
1) Incident Management Transit Route: No
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: Yes
3) Park and Ride Lots Bottlenecks: 1
4) Signal Improvements (at on- and off-ramps) Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Encourage Use of Transit Services and TDM Programs Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 45,400
6) Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) CMP Objectives Score: 5.94

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 32: Facility 57
US 30 Bypass from US 30 Business to Reeceville Rd, Chester County, PA
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US 30 Bypass from US 30 Bus to Reeceville Rd in Chester County is ranked #146 and #86 in peak TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 1.3
travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #109 and #54 in peak planning time vehicle | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 55.4
and volume delay, respectively. US 30 Bypass is a limited access divided expressway that includes | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 7:12:43
two travel lanes in each direction, plus shoulders, and varying median widths. Interchanges are at | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 33:43:07
Reeceville Road, PA 340, US 322, PA 113, and US 30 Bus, and some include limited access and Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 1.04
intersection bottlenecks. A Park and Ride lot is located at the southwest corner of US 30 Bypass Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
and US 322. This corridor is on the TIP (MPMS #87781) for proposed major SOV capacity-adding. | P2k Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 8,002
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.06

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP ID #137 US 30 Coatesville-Downingtown Bypass (Eastern Section) Facility Miles: 12.62
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #87781 US 30 Bypass (CER Eastern Section), major SOV capacity-adding National Highway System (NHS): Yes
and includes CMP supplemental strategies; #92182 Expressway Service Patrol CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.11
1) Incident Management Transit Route: No
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: Yes
3) Park and Ride Lots Bottlenecks: 7/
4) Signal Improvements (at on- and off-ramps) Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Encourage Use of Transit Services and TDM Programs Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 66,757
6) Bottleneck Removal of a Limited Scale for Cars and Trucks CMP Obijectives Score: 3.98

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 33: Facility 64
US 322/US 202 from US 1 to PA 3, Chester County, PA
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
US 202/US 322 from US 1 to PA 3 in Chester County is ranked #125 and #74 in peak travel time TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 14.1
vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #105 and #55 in peak planning time vehicle and PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 57.3
volume delay, respectively. US 202/US 322 includes two travel lanes in each direction and is a TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 8:20:00
limited access divided expressway between PA 3 and High St, and then is a divided principal arterial | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 33:37:51
roadway from High St to US 1. CMP bottlenecks occur along the corridor at US 1, PA 926, and Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 141
northbound at the High St on-ramp. The northern portion of the US 202/US 322 at PA 3 is served | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
by bus transit and includes a park and ride lot facility. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 72451
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 3.06
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #123 US 202 at US 1 Loop Road and PA 926; #39 US 202 (Section 100) Facility Miles: 13.56
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #95429 US 202 & US 1 Intersection Area Improvements; #95430 US 202 National Highway System (NHS): Yes
at SR 926 Intersection Improvements; #118024 US 202 and High Street Interchange CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.92
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: Yes
3) Incident Management Bottlenecks: 3
4) Turning Movement Enhancements Traffic Signals: 10
5) County and Local Road Connectivity Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 48,505
6) Encourage Use of Transit Services and TDM Programs CMP Objectives Score: 321

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 34: Facility 118
Baltimore Ave from US 13 to Bishop Ave, Delaware County, PA
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
Baltimore Ave from US 13 to Bishop Ave in Delaware County is ranked #13 and #38 in peak travel | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 74.8
time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #16 and #52 in peak planning time vehicle and PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 155.2
volume delay, respectively. Baltimore Ave is an undivided principal arterial roadway that includes | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 16:11:07
one travel lane in each direction, and contains many signalized intersections with additional left- | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 34:23:21
turn lanes at major intersection approaches. CMP bottlenecks occur along the corridor at the Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 2.35
intersections of Springfield Rd and Lansdowne Ave. Past improvements along the corridor indicate | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
new and upgraded sidewalks and crosswalks, and signal re-timing improvements (MPMS #84457). | Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 65,776
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 1.44
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: No projects Facility Miles: 6.30
* FY 2023-26 TIP: No projects National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 1.03
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 1.03
1) Walking and Bicycling Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Signal Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Bottlenecks: 2
4) Improve Circulation Traffic Signals: 17
5) Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 18,476
6) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services CMP Objectives Score: 8.32

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized

70



Figure 35: Facility 119
Baltimore Pk from Bishop Ave to I-476, Delaware County, PA
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Baltimore Pk from Bishop Ave to 1-476 in Delaware County is ranked #16 and #23 in peak travel TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 20.9
time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #29 and #37 in peak planning time vehicle and PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 60.5
volume delay, respectively. Baltimore Pk is an undivided principal arterial roadway that includes TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 9:54:45
one travel lane in each direction, and contains many signalized intersections with additional left- | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 28:25:04
turn lanes at major intersection approaches. CMP bottlenecks occur along the corridor at PA 420 | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.17
(Woodland Ave) and PA 320 (Sproul Rd). Past improvements along the corridor indicate signal re- | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
timing improvements (MPMS #84457). Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 78,732
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.00

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #130 1-476 Active Traffic Management Facility Miles: 5173
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #104821 1-476 Travel Management National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.00
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Placemaking for Non-motorized Transportation Park and Ride: No
3) Expanded Parking for Existing Transit Stations (including remote, all modes) Bottlenecks: 2
4) Park and Ride Lots Traffic Signals: 16
5) Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 30,874
6) Walking and Bicycling Improvements CMP Objectives Score: 7.91

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 36: Facility 31
I-95 from I-476 to US 322, Delaware County, PA

| PA Subcorridor 4D

N

o

’& 0 1,250
——t——

Data Source: INRIX, DVRPC

2,500 Feet

advrpe| 1,111 AADT

© Bottleneck
= TT| (2.00 or More)
TTI (1.50 - 1.99)
Bus Transit

Most Congested
Focus Facility

e Focus Facilitiy

———+ SEPTA Rail

Summary of Conditions

Congestion Measures

1-95 from 1-476 to US 322 in Delaware County is ranked #93 and #11 in peak travel time vehicle TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 21:5
and volume delay, respectively, and #69 and #9 in peak planning time vehicle and volume delay, PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 83.1
respectively. 1-95 is an interstate limited access roadway that includes three travel lanes in each TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 56:55:43
direction. 1-95 passes through the City of Chester and includes on- and off-ramps at various PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 218:20:49
locations, including US 322, Kerlin St, PA 352 (Edgmont Ave), Chestnut St, and 1-476. Limited access | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 2.18
bottlenecks occur along I-95 southbound at the US 322 westbound on-ramp, the PA 352 on-ramp, Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 4.79
and the 1-476 on-ramp, and 1-95 northbound at the US 322 eastbound on-ramp. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 24,781
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 5.68

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #130 1-476 Active Traffic Management Facility Miles: 7.59
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #104821 1-476 Travel Management;#98207 1-95 Congestion Management;| National Highway System (NHS): Yes
#103556 1-95 ATMS (GR9); #108910 1-95 Noise Abatement; #92182 Expressway Service Patrol CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 3.70
1) Incident Management Transit Route: No
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: No
3) Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Bottlenecks: 4
4) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Park and Ride Lots Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 193,746
6) Major Reconstruction with Minor Capacity Additions CMP Objectives Score: 8.42

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 37: Facility 32
I-95 from US 322 to PA-DE State Line, Delaware County, PA
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
1-95 from US 322 to the PA-DE State Line is ranked #84 and #15 in peak travel time vehicle and TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 23:5
volume delay, respectively, and #41 and #12 in peak planning time vehicle and volume delay, PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 112.6
respectively. 1-95 is an interstate limited access roadway that includes three travel lanes in each TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 36:44:18
direction. 1-95 includes on- and off-ramps at various locations, including US 322, PA 452 (Market | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 170:11:18
St), and Chichester Ave. CMP limited access roadway bottlenecks occur on I-95 northbound at the | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 1.43
Chichester Ave and PA 452 on-ramps. Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 2.98
Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 23,986
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 251

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors

* 2050 LRP: MRP #115 1-95/US 322/Highland Ave Interchange Facility Miles: 5.50
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #103556 1-95 ATMS; #98207 1-95 Congestion Management; #15477 National Highway System (NHS): Yes
1-95/US 322/Conchester Hwy Improv.; #111022 Chichester Ave Corridor Safety Improv. CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 2.00
1) Incident Management Transit Route: No
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: No
3) Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Bottlenecks: 2
4) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Park and Ride Lots Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 117,627
6) Major Reconstruction with Minor Capacity Additions CMP Obijectives Score: 7.55

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized

73



Figure 38: Facility 157
Lansdowne Ave from US 13 to PA 3, Delaware County, PA

TTI (1.50 - 1.99)
-~ Bus Transit

Most Congested
Focus Facility

e Focus Facilitiy
——+ SEPTA Rail

1,111 AADT
Summary of Conditions

A 0 1,300 2,600 Feet
i
, %dvrpe

Data Source: INRIX, DVRPC

PA Subcorridor 5E

Congestion Measures

Lansdowne Ave from US 13 to PA 3 (West Chester Pk) is ranked #24 and #53 in peak travel time TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 56.8
vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #25 and #62 in peak planning time vehicle and volume | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 73.5
delay, respectively. Lansdowne Ave is an undivided principal arterial roadway that includes one TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 13:00:43
travel lane in each direction, and contains many signalized intersections with additional left-turn | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 15:42:12
lanes at major intersection approaches. CMP bottlenecks occur along the corridor at the Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): n/a
intersections of Baltimore Ave, State Rd and US 1. Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): n/a
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 2.81

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: No projects Facility Miles: 7.59
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #115427 Lansdowne Ave Corridor Safety Improvements National Highway System (NHS): No
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 1.22
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Improve Circulation Bottlenecks: 3
4) Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Traffic Signals: 18
5) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 17,857
6) Walking and Bicycling Improvements CMP Objectives Score: 5.85
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Figure 39: Facility 19
I-76 from US 1 (City Ave) to I-476, Montgomery County, PA
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
1-76 from US 1 (City Ave) to 1-476 in Montgomery County is ranked #28 and #7 in peak travel time | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 50.5
vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #26 and #8 in peak planning time vehicle and volume PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 133.4
delay, respectively. I-76 is an interstate limited access roadway with two lanes in each direction, | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 88:16:42
and includes on- and off-ramps at various locations including US 1 (City Ave), Belmont Ave, Hollow | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 229:58:37
Rd, Matsonford Rd and |-476. Variable Speed Limit devices are operating along the corridor to Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 8.58
help improve the flow of traffic and mitigate congestion. The speed limits change based on traffic | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 8.73
and safety conditions. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 180,293
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 17.02
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #132 1-76 ICM; #120 Belmont Ave; #107 PA 23 Facility Miles: 16.21
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #106662 |-76 ICM; #64795 Belmont Rd/Rock Hill Rd Widening; #111005 National Highway System (NHS): Yes
Conshohocken Garage; MPMS #91490 - Expressway Service Patrol CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.27
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 1.24
1) Incident Management Transit Route: Yes
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems Park and Ride: Yes
3) Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Bottlenecks: 9
4) Expanded Parking for Existing Transit Stations (including remote, all modes) Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Active Traffic Management and Active Transportation and Demand Management Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 135,304
6) Flex Lanes/Hard Shoulder Running CMP Objectives Score: 8.59

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 40: Facility 20
I-76 from 1-476 to I-76 PA Turnpike, Montgomery County, PA
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1-76 from 1-476 to the PA Turnpike in Montgomery County is ranked #38 and #10 in peak travel TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 41.2
time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #27 and #10 in peak planning time vehicle and PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 132.6
volume delay, respectively. I-76 is an interstate limited access roadway with two lanes in each TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 65:37:32
direction, and includes on- and off-ramps at various locations including I1-476 , PA 320 (S Gulf Rd), | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 213:02:39
Henderson Rd, US 202, N Gulf Rd, Mall Blvd, and the PA Turnpike. Variable Speed Limit devices are | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 5.96
operating along the corridor to help improve the flow of traffic and mitigate congestion. The Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 5.96
speed limits change based on traffic and safety conditions. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 143,573
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 321

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #132 1-76 ICM; #106 1-476 & |-76 ramps; #54 Henderson and S Gulph Rd Facility Miles: 8.99
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #106662 |-76 ICM; #48187 Henderson S Gulph Road Widen near I-76 National Highway System (NHS): Yes
ramps; MPMS #91490 - Expressway Service Patrol CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 1.12
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.57
1) Incident Management Transit Route: Yes
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems Park and Ride: Yes
3) Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Bottlenecks: 7
4) Active Traffic Management and Active Transportation and Demand Management Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Expanded Parking for Existing Transit Stations (including remote, all modes) Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 123,308
6) Flex Lanes/Hard Shoulder Runnin§ CMP Objectives Score: 8.51

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 41: Facility 40
US 1 (City Ave) from I-76 to US 30 (Lancaster Ave), Montgomery and Philadelphia Counties,
PA
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Congestion Measures

US 1 (City Ave) from I-76 to US 30 (Lancaster Ave) shares a boundary with both the City of TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 75.0
Philadelphia and Montgomery County and is ranked #12 and #13 in peak travel time vehicle and PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 165.1
volume delay, respectively, and #13 and #21 in peak planning time vehicle and volume delay, TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 40:34:17

respectively. US 1is an undivided principal arterial roadway, with largely two travel lanes in each PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 89:44:24

direction with additional left-turn lanes at major intersection approaches. An adaptive signaling Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.71
system is operating along the corridor to help maximize the efficiency of the roadway. CMP Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
bottlenecks occur at the intersections of PA 23 (Conshohocken State Rd) and Presidential Blvd. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 66,257
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 1.50

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: No projects Facility Miles: 5.89
* FY 2023-26 TIP: No projects National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 1.53
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Enhanced Transit Amenities and Safety Park and Ride: No
3) Turning Movement Enhancements Bottlenecks: 2
4) Improvements to Pedestrian and Bicycle Access to Transit Stations and Bus Stops Traffic Signals: 17
5) More Frequent Transit or More Hours of Service Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 43,195
6) Walking and Bicycling Improvements CMP Objectives Score: 8.69

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 42: Facility 117
I-676 (Vine Street Expy) from I-76 to 1-95, Philadelphia County, PA
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1-676 (Vine Street Expy) from 1-76 to 1-95 in the City of Philadelphia is ranked #1 in both peak travel | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 141.0
time vehicle and volume delay, and #1 in both peak planning time vehicle and volume delay. 1-676 | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 332.0
is an interstate limited access roadway that contains three travel lanes in each direction, and on- | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 252:53:51
and off-ramps at 1-95, 1-76, Ben Franklin Pkwy, Broad St, 8th St and 6th St/ (Ben Franklin Bridge). PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 593:37:17
Various limited access roadway bottlenecks occur along I-676 at on-ramp merge locations, and Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 3.10
along with high traffic volumes, contribute to high traffic congestion in the corridor. Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 3.81
Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 100,685
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 1.38

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #193 30th St Station; #X South Jersey BRT; #192 Vine St Expy Cap Facility Miles: 4.06
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #91490 - Expressway Service Patrol National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 2.03
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.95
1) Incident Management Transit Route: Yes
2) Travel Information Services Park and Ride: No
3) Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Bottlenecks: 8
4) Expanded Parking for Existing Transit Stations (including remote, all modes) Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 141,231
6) Active Traffic Management and Active Transportation and Demand Management CMP Objectives Score: 11.65

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 43: Facility 17
[-76 (Schuylkill Expy) from I-676 (Vine Street Expy) to US 30 (Girard Ave), Philadelphia County,
PA
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1-76 (Schuylkill Expy) from 1-676 (Vine Street Expy) to US 30 (Girard Ave) in the City of Philadelphia | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 103.0
is ranked #4 and #2 in peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #3 in both peak | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 332.0
planning time vehicle and volume delay. I-76 is an interstate limited access roadway that contains | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 197:19:36
three travel lanes in each direction and on- and off-ramps at various locations, including I-676, PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 486:36:40
Spring Garden Street, and Girard Avenue. Limited access roadway bottlenecks occur along I-76 Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 2.87
westbound at on-ramp locations at I-676, Spring Garden St, and Schuylkill Ave, and occur along Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 3.39
1-76 eastbound at the on-ramp location at Girard Ave. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 109,569
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 2,77

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #BO 30th St Station; #204 1-76 Philadelphia Active Traffic Management Facility Miles: 3.39
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #91490 - Expressway Service Patrol National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.23
1) Incident Management Transit Route: Yes
2) Travel Information Services Park and Ride: No
3) Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Bottlenecks: 4
4) Expanded Parking for Existing Transit Stations (including remote, all modes) Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 158,785
6) Active Traffic Management and Active Transportation and Demand Management CMP Objectives Score: 10.05

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 44: Facility 18
I-76 from US 30 (Girard Ave) to US 1 (City Ave), Philadelphia County, PA
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1-76 (Schuylkill Expy) from US 30 (Girard Ave) to US 1 (City Ave) in the City of Philadelphia is ranked | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 82.6
#8 and #3 in peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #2 in both peak planning | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 261.5
time vehicle and volume delay. I-76 is an interstate limited access roadway that varies between TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 188:03:20
three to four travel lanes in each direction, and major interchanges are located at US 1 (City Ave), | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 587:51:39
US 1 (Roosevelt Blvd), and US 30 (Girard Ave). Level of Trave| Time Reliability (mi): 3.93
Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 4.94
Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 195,571
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 5.82

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #204 - I-76 Philadelphia Active Traffic Management Facility Miles: 5.82
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #91490 - Expressway Service Patrol National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 2.18
1) Incident Management Transit Route: Yes
2) Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Park and Ride: No
3) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Bottlenecks: 4
4) Expanded Parking for Existing Transit Stations (including remote, all modes) Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Active Traffic Management and Active Transportation and Demand Management Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 187,396
6) Signal Improvements (at on- and off-ramps) CMP Objectives Score: 9.57

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 45: Facility 78

Market St from 1-95 (Penn’s Landing) to PA 611 (Broad St), Philadelphia County, PA
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Market St from 1-95 (Penn's Landing) to Broad St in the City of Philadelphia is ranked #2 and #22in | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 122.5
peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #6 and #45 in peak planning time PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 210.6
vehicle and volume delay, respectively. Market St is an undivided principal arterial roadway that TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 25:17:01
generally contains two travel lanes in each direction from 2nd St to Broad St, but separates into PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 40:07:54
one-way, one-lane travel eastbound from 2nd Street to Front Street, and westbound from Penn's | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 1.44
Landing Road to 2nd Street. Curb-side parking is available at certain locations along travel lanes. | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
CMP intersection bottlenecks occur at the intersections of 2nd St and 7th St. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 34,979
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.00

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2023-26 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #164 CAP/Waterfront Access; #80O, #BR Concourse Upgrades; #V Delaware Ave | Facility Miles: 2.08
Transit National Highway System (NHS): Yes
* FY 2023-26 TIP: MPMS #106264 - CAP/Waterfront Access CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0:25
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.56
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Loading and Deliveries Bottlenecks: 2
4) Transit-First Policy Traffic Signals: 14
5) More Frequent Transit or More Hours of Service Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 13,668
6) Transportation Services for Specific Populations CMP Objectives Score: 9.21
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Figure 46: Facility 309
[-295 from NJ 70 (Exit 34) to NJ 38 (Exit 40), Burlington County, NJ
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
1-295 from NJ 70 to NJ 38 in Burlington County is ranked #76 and #15 in peak travel time vehicle TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 8.8
and volume delay, respectively, and #45 and #5 for peak planning time vehicle and volume delay, | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 48.8
respectively. 1-295 is an interstate limited access roadway that contains three travel lanes in each | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 10:35:24
direction, plus shoulders in each direction on the left and right sides of the roadway, and includes | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 58:25:32
interchanges at NJ 38, NJ 73, and NJ 70. Various CMP limited access bottlenecks occur along 1-295 | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.00
southbound at the NJ 70 eastbound and westbound on-ramps, NJ 73 southbound on-ramp, and Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 2.81
the:Nixan Brioreramp: Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 15,910
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.00
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: No projects Facility Miles: 11.83
* FY 2024-27 TIP: No projects National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.00
1) Incident Management Transit Route: Yes
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: No
3) Park and Ride Lots Bottlenecks: 4
4) Major Reconstruction with Minor Capacity Additions Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 94,086
CMP Objectives Score: 4.54

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 47: Facility 369
NJ 70 from NJ 73 to US 206, Burlington County, NJ
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
NJ 70 from NJ 73 to US 206 in Burlington County is ranked #25 and #30 in peak travel time vehicle | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 20.97
and volume delay, respectively, and #38 for both peak planning time vehicle and volume delay. NJ | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 52.5
70 is a principal arterial divided roadway with two lanes in each direction from NJ 73 to Elmwood | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 5:17:59;
Road, and then undivided with one lane in each direction west to US 206. Bus transit service is PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 13:14:26
provided on a small portion of the corridor from NJ 73 to CR 607. CMP bottlenecks occur along Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 1.38
NJ 70 at intersections with CR 607 (Maple Ave), Elmwood Rd, Hartford Rd, and US 206. Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 6,581
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.74
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: No projects Facility Miles: 20.40
* FY 2024-27 TIP: No projects National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate ‘Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 2.45
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Turning Movement Enhancements Bottlenecks: 4
4) Transit First Policy Traffic Signals: 17
5) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 19,392
CMP Objectives Score: 2.69
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Figure 48: Facility 372
NJ 73 from NJ Turnpike (Exit 4) to NJ 70, Burlington County, NJ
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Congestion Measures

NJ 73 from the NJ Turnpike (Exit 4) to NJ 70 in Burlington County is ranked #30 and #11 in peak TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 19.36
travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #26 and #15 for peak planning time vehicle | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 61.6
and volume delay, respectively. NJ 73 is a divided principal arterial roadway with two lanes in each | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 11:41:26
direction, including wide shoulders. CMP intersection bottlenecks occur along NJ 73 at Church Rd | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 34:40:53
eastbound at Ramblewood Pkwy and Church Rd westbound, and a limited access bottleneck Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.00
occurs at the New Jersey Turnpike southbound exit to NJ 73 southbound. There is currently no bus | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
transit service on this portion of NJ 73. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 25,302
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 1.90

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #210 Grade separated interchanges along NJ 73 at Church Rd & Fellowship Rd Facility Miles: 6.07
* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #12380 - Route 73, Church Road and Fellowship Road (new capacity) National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.48
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: No
2) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Park and Ride: No
3) Outreach and Marketing Bottlenecks: 3
4) Parking Supply-and-Demand Management Traffic Signals: i
5) Comprehensive Policy Approaches Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 38,006
6) Improve Circulation CMP Objectives Score: 5.16
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Figure 49: Facility 371
NJ 73 from US 130 to NJ Turnpike (Exit 4), Burlington County, NJ
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
NJ 73 from the NJ Turnpike (Exit 4) to US 130 in Burlington County is ranked #43 and #14 in peak TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 14.6
travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #30 and #10 for peak planning time vehicle | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 60.4
and volume delay, respectively. NJ 73 is a divided principal arterial roadway with generally three [ TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 10:36:03
lanes of travel in each direction, including wide shoulders at various locations. CMP bottlenecks PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 42:56:00
occur along NJ 73 at the intersections of Collins Rd/Nixon Dr and Fellowship Rd, and limited access | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.60
bottlenecks occur on NJ 73 southbound at the NJ Turnpike southbound exit, 1-295 northbound exit, | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
and NJ 38 eastbound exit. Walking and bicycling improvements are planned as part of DB#18383. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 5,030
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 231
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #210 Grade separated interchanges along NJ 73 at Church Rd & Fellowship Rd Facility Miles: 10.28
* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #12380 Route 73, Church Road and Fellowship Road (new capacity); #18383 | National Highway System (NHS): Yes
Route 73, Granite Ave to Route 41 CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 253
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Walking and Bicycling Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Bottlenecks: 5
4) Outreach and Marketing Traffic Signals: 6
5) Comprehensive Policy Approaches Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 50,240
6) Improve Circulation CMP Objectives Score: 4.62
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Figure 50: Facility 308
I-295 from NJ 42 to NJ 70, Camden County, NJ

NJ Subcorridor 2B & 2C

70 RS
~
y
B (168 41
A 76 A \
3, o 2¢ | Legend
2692 { Bottleneck
e ~ oL o
. ——— TTI (2.00 or More)
q ; TTI (1.50 - 1.99)
‘ l Bus Transit
42 - » & Most Congested
Focus Facility
: e Focus Facilitiy
3 0 2,100 4,200 Feet ) )
,x — ——+ Rail Transit
N
¢ Data Source: INRIX, DVRPC %dvrpc 1r 111 AADT
Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
1-295 from NJ 42 (Exit 26) to NJ 70 (Exit 34) in Camden County is ranked #7 and #2 in peak travel TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 31.6
time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #6 and #2 in peak planning time vehicle and PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 93.2
volume delay, respectively. 1-295 is an interstate limited access roadway that contains three travel | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 45:46:36
lanes in each direction with major interchanges at NJ 42, NJ 168, US 30, CR 561 (Haddonfield-Berlin| PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 45:46:36
Rd), and NJ 70. Limited access roadway bottlenecks occur at various merge locations onto 1-295 Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 4.50
and result in traffic congestion. Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 5.95
Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 34,520
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 135
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #77 - 1-295 Direct Connect; #318 [-295 and NJ 168 interchange Facility Miles: 16.38
* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #355E Route 295/42/1-76 Direct Connect; #X227A2 - Route 168 National Highway System (NHS): Yes
1-295 Interchange Improvements CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 4.55
1) Incident Management Transit Route: No
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: No
3) Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Bottlenecks: 12
4) Park and Ride Lots Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 113,655
6) Major Reconstruction with Minor Capacity Additions CMP Objectives Score: 6.08

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 51: Facility 328
I-76 from NJ-PA State Line to I-295, Camden County, NJ
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Cong easures

1-76 from the NJ-PA State Line to 1-295 in Camden County is ranked #2 and #1 in peak travel time | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 40.0
vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #2 and #1 in peak planning time vehicle and volume PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 129.2
delay, respectively. I-76 is an interstate limited access roadway that contains three travel lanesin | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 66:18:17
veach direction from the Walt Whitman Bridge to the I-676 interchange, and then four lanes in PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 205:03:57
each direction from the interchange to 1-295. Major interchanges include ones at I-676, US 130, Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 2.85
1-295, and NJ 42. Limited access roadway bottlenecks occur along I-76 eastbound at the 1-676, US Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 4.41
130 and 1-295 southbound on-ramps. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 22,276
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 1.62

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #77 1-295 Direct Connect; #142 1-76 Reconstruction; #X - South Jersey BRT Facility Miles: 6.87
* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #11326 Bridge deck replacements; #355E Route 295/42/1-76 Direct National Highway System (NHS): Yes
Connection (major SOV capacity-adding) CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 321
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 4.61
1) Incident Management Transit Route: Yes
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: No
3) Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Bottlenecks: 4
4) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Freight Operations Improvements Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 130,306
CMP Objectives Score: 8.46

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 52: Facility 312
NJ 168 (Black Horse Pk) from 1-295 to NJ 42, Camden County, NJ
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Congestion Measures

NJ 168 (Black Horse Pk) from 1-295 to NJ 42 in Camden County is ranked #1 and #13 in peak travel | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 59.6
time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #1 and #17 in peak planning time vehicle and PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 138.7
volume delay, respectively. NJ 168 is an undivided principal arterial road wat that contains mostly | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 11:27:02
one travel lane in each direction with a middle turn lane, and dedicated left-turn lanes on major PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 27:37:55
approaches to signalized intersections. The NJ 168 and 1-295 junction is being studied to be Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 2.52
reconstructed as a Diverging Diamond Interchange to reduce congestion and improve safety (DB | 17uck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
#X227A2). Also, an added lane to NJ 168 NB is proposed from the NJ Turnpike to Browning Rd. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 20,167
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 2.06

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #318 1-295 and Route 168 Interchange Facility Miles: 7.97
* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #X227A2 Route 168, I-295 Interchange Improvements National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.87
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Turning Movement Enhancements Park and Ride: No
3) Context-Sensitive Design Bottlenecks: 9
4) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Traffic Signals: 10
5) Transit-First Policy Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 14,589
6) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services CMP Objectives Score: 6.12
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Figure 53: Facility 426
CR 544 from NJ 41 to CR 534, Gloucester County, NJ
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Congestion Measures
CR 544 (Clements Bridge Rd) from CR 534 (Cooper St) to NJ 41 in Gloucester County is ranked #12 | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 26.3
and #25 in peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #10 and #29 in peak PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 78.0
planning time vehicle and volume delay, respectively. CR 534 is a principal arterial roadway thatis | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 5:46:33
undivided with one travel lane in each direction and a center turn lane west of NJ 55, and divided | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 16:40:51
with two travel lanes in each direction and dedicated left-turns on major approaches to signalized | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.26
intersections east of NJ 55 to NJ 41. CMP intersection bottlenecks occur along CR 544 at CR 621 | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
(Almonesson Rd) and NJ 41 (Hurffville Rd). Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 21,336
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.56
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: No projects Facility Miles: 3.67
* FY 2024-27 TIP: No projects National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 2.18
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.47
1) Turning Movement Enhancements Transit Route: Yes
2) Signal Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Encourage use of Transit Services and TDM Programs Bottlenecks: 2
4) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Traffic Signals: 8
5) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 15.307
CMP Objectives Score: 5.02
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Figure 54: Facility 307
[-295 from US 130 to NJ 42, Gloucester County, NJ
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Congestion Measures

1-295 from US 130 to NJ 42 (Exit 26) in Gloucester County is ranked #67 and #19 in peak travel TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 10.2
time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #18 and #3 in peak planning time vehicle and PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 68.4
volume delay, respectively. -295 is an interstate limited access roadway that contains three travel | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 9:11:48
lanes in each direction with major interchanges at NJ 42, NJ 47, NJ 45, and US 130. 1-295 is being | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 65:51:51
reconstructed as part of the Direct Connect TIP FY 2024-27 project (DB#355E) and the "Missing Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.00
Moves" TIP FY 2022-2025 project (DB#355A), which provides a new connection from 1-295 EB to | 1ruck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): 1.56
NJ 42 SB, and the NJ 55 NB ramp to NJ 42 WB will be widened to two lanes. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 13,236
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.58

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #77 1-295 Direct Connect; #75 1-295 at NJ 42 Missing Moves Facility Miles: 5.79
* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #355E Route 295/42/1-76 Direct Connect, #18313 Route 42 SB, Leaf Avenue | National Highway System (NHS): Yes
Extension to Creek Rd (CR 753) CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.88
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.79
1) Incident Management Transit Route: No
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: No
3) Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Bottlenecks: 4
4) Park and Ride Lots Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 70,383
6) Major Reconstruction with Minor Capacity Additions CMP Objectives Score: 5.52

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 55: Facility 311

NJ 42 from AC Expressway to I-295, Camden and Gloucester Counties, NJ
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Summary of Conditions

NJ 42 from the AC Expressway to 1-295 in Camden and Gloucester Counties is ranked #59 and #6
in peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #28 and #4 in peak planning time
vehicle and volume delay, respectively. NJ 42 is a limited access divided roadway with three travel
lanes in each direction and numerous on- and off-ramps, including several CMP limited access
roadway bottlenecks. Improvements planned for NJ 42 to help mitigate congestion include a new
connection from 1-295 EB to NJ 42 SB, and widening the on-ramp from NJ 55 NB to NJ 42 WB to
two lanes (DB #355A FY 2022-2025). Other improvements include the Direct Connect (DB #11326).

Congestion Measures

TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec):

PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec):

TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr):

PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr):
Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi):

Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi):
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi):

Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi):

27.9
60.5
14:00:09
52:38:53
0.60

n/a
8,929
191

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP

* 2050 LRP: MRP #75 1-295 at NJ 42 Missing Moves; #77 1-295 Direct Connect; #X South Jersey BRT

* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #11326 Route 295/42/1-76 Direct Connection (major SOV capacity-adding);
#18313 Route 42 SB, Leaf Avenue Extension to Creek Rd (CR 753)

Additional Factors

Facility Miles:

National Highway System (NHS):
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi):

Very Appropriate Strategies

1) Incident Management

2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

3) Transit Infrastructure Improvements

4) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) or Exclusive Right-of-Way Bus Lanes
5) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services

CMP High Crash Severity (mi):
Transit Route:

Park and Ride:

Bottlenecks:

Traffic Signals:

Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT):
CMP Objectives Score:

14.78
Yes
0.00
8.63
Yes

No

6

n/a
111,499
5.47

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 56: Facility 360
NJ 45 from US 130 to CR 551 (Kings Hwy), Gloucester County, NJ
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
NJ 45 from US 130 to CR 551 (Kings Hwy) in Gloucester County is ranked #10 and #32 in peak TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 27.9
travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #15 and #42 in peak planning time vehicle | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 71.1
and volume delay, respectively. NJ 45 is an undivided principal arterial roadway that contains one | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 5:03:54
travel lane in each direction through Woodbury City, including bike lanes in each lane direction. PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 12:35:30
North of 1-295, NJ 45 changes to two lanes in each direction where it then connects to US 130. Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.52
CMP intersection bottlenecks occur along NJ 45 at CR 534 (Cooper St), CR 644 (Red Bank Ave), and | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
CR 551 (Edith Ave). Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 9,033
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 1.53
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #T Glassboro-Camden Line Facility Miles: 6.13
* FY 2024-27 TIP: No projects National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 1.64
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 1.64
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Improve Circulation Park and Ride: No
3) Economic Redevelopment-Oriented Transportation Policies Bottlenecks: 3
4) Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Traffic Signals: 10
5) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 15,344
CMP Objectives Score: 555

92



Figure 57: Facility 358
NJ 55 from NJ 42 to NJ 47, Gloucester County, NJ
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
NJ 55 from NJ 47 to NJ 42 in Gloucester County is ranked #28 and #8 in peak travel time vehicle TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 19.7
and volume delay, respectively, and #24 and #12 in peak planning time vehicle and volume delay, | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 65.4
respectively. NJ 55 is a divided limited access freeway with two travel lanes in each directionand | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 12:35:23
on- and off-ramps at NJ 47, Deptford Center Rd, and NJ 47. The NJ 55 NB ramp to NJ 42 WB will | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 39:31:11
be widened to two lanes as part of the "Missing Moves" FY 2022-25 TIP project (DB# 355A) , which | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 1.00
also provides a new connection from 1-295 EB to NJ 42 SB. CMP limited access roadway Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
bottlenecks occur along NJ 55 NB at the Deptford Center Rd on-ramp and the NJ 42 NB merge. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 36,780
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 3.69
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #77 1-295 Direct Connect; #X South Jersey BRT Facility Miles: 19.65
* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #11326 Route 295/42/1-76 Direct Connection (major SOV capacity-adding) National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 7:25
1) Incident Management Transit Route: Yes
2) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Park and Ride: No
3) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Bottlenecks: 2
4) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) or Exclusive Right-of-Way Bus Lanes Traffic Signals: n/a
5) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 58,164
CMP Objectives Score: 6.18

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized
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Figure 58: Facility 428
US 322/CR 536 from CR 536/CR 654 (Main St) to AC Expressway, Gloucester County, NJ
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
US 322/CR 536 Spur (Sicklerville Rd) from CR 536/CR 654 (Main St) to the AC Expressway in TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 32.4
Gloucester County is ranked #6 and #24 in peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 109.2
and #3 and #23 in peak planning time vehicle and volume delay, respectively. Sicklerville Rdis an | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 5:53: 11
undivided principal arterial roadway that contains one travel lane in each direction and passes PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 20:09:03
through the unincorporated community of Williamstown. Major intersections along Sicklerville Rd | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.49
include US 322, CR 654, and NJ 42, which is also a CMP bottleneck. Sicklerville Rd also includes Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
intersections at the AC Expressway interchange on- and off-ramps. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 11,246
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 2.40
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #X South Jersey BRT Facility Miles: 3.75
* FY 2024-27 TIP: No projects National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.00
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Park and Ride: Yes
3) Turning Movement Enhancements Bottlenecks: it
4) Improve Circulation Traffic Signals: 5
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 15,344
CMP Objectives Score: 4.99
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Figure 59: Facility 407

CR 622/CR 620 (Olden Ave) from 1-295 to NJ 31, Mercer County, NJ
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Summary of Conditions

Congestion Measures

CR 622/CR 620 (Olden Ave) from 1-295 to NJ 31 in Mercer County is ranked #4 and #22 in peak TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 34.2
travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #8 and #27 in peak planning time vehicle PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 87.4
and volume delay, respectively. Olden Ave is an undivided minor arterial roadway containingone | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 6:47:16
travel lane in each direction from 1-295 to US 206/US 1 Bus, and then two travel lanes in each PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 17:10:34
direction and a center turn lane to NJ 31. CMP intersection bottlenecks occur along Olden Ave at | Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): n/a
US 1 (Princeton Ave), Brunswick Ave, and New York Ave. Bus service is provided between Parkside | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
Ave and Prospect St, less than one-half mile. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): n/a
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 1.75

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: No projects Facility Miles: 9.75
* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #17412 N Olden Ave (CR 622), Bridge over Amtrak; #D2014 CR 622 National Highway System (NHS): No
(N Olden Ave) from NJ 31 to New York Ave, safety, traffic operations, and mobility improvements | CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 1.03
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.75
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Improve Circulation Bottlenecks: 3
4) Economic Redevelopment-Oriented Transportation Policies Traffic Signals: 15
5) Modifications to Existing Transit Routes or Services Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 15,846
6) Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements CMP Objectives Score: 4.37

95




Figure 60: Facility 351
NJ 33 from 1-295 to US 130, Mercer County, NJ

@© Bottleneck
e TT1 (2.00 or More)}
TTI (1.50 - 1.99)

Bus Transit

Most Congested
Focus Facility

e Focus Facilitiy
———+ Rail Transit

1,111 AADT
Summary of Conditions

NJ Subcorridor 9B

Congestion Measures

NJ 33 from 1-295 to US 130 in Mercer County is ranked #13 and #29 in peak travel time vehicle and | TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 26.2
volume delay, respectively, and #25 and #29 in peak planning time vehicle and volume delay, PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 63.1
respectively. NJ 33 is a principal arterial roadway that contains one travel lane in each direction TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 5:33:06
with a center turn lane, and dedicated left and right turn lanes on major approaches to signalized | PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 13:09:05
intersections. Minor changes to ramp entrances on Hamilton Ave to 1-295 NB might significantly Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.00
reduce congestion at Hamilton 5-Points and on Nottingham between East State and 5-Points. CMp | Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
intersection bottlenecks occur at CR 526, and Yardville and Whitehorse Hamilton Square roads. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 16,457
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.56

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: No projects Facility Miles: 9.24
* FY 2024-27 TIP: No projects National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.07
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.26
1) Turning Movement Enhancements Transit Route: Yes
2) Signal Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Improve Circulation Bottlenecks: 3
4) Walking and Bicycling Improvements Traffic Signals: 15
5) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 16,940
CMP Objectives Score: 4.30

Recently implemented or partially implemented strategies are listed first and italicized

96




Figure 61: Facility 349

NJ 33 (Greenwood Ave) from US 1 to CR 622 (Olden Ave), Mercer County, NJ
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Summary of Conditions
NJ 33 (Greenwood Ave) from US 1 to CR 622 (Olden Ave) in Mercer County is ranked #15 and #40
in peak travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #12 and #45 in peak planning time
vehicle and volume delay, respectively. NJ 33 is an undivided principal arterial roadway that
contains two travel lanes in each direction for a short distance from US 1 to Chestnut Ave and
then one lane in each direction to CR 622. Major signalized intersections occur along NJ 33 at
Barlow St, CR 626 (Chambers St), and CR 622 (Olden Ave).

Congestion Measures

TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 25.5
PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 76.9
TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 3:59:00
PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 12:00:19
Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.00

Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a

Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 8,463
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.21

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #308 Trenton Station Area Access; #S US 1 Bus Rapid Transit Facility Miles: 237
* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #D2023 Circulation Improvements around Trenton transit center National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.18
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Circulation Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Bottlenecks: 0
4) Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Traffic Signals: 8
5) Walking and Bicycling Improvements Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 12,529
6) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) or Exclusive RiEht-of-Way Bus Lanes CMP Objectives Score: 6.33
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Figure 62: Facility 318
US 1 from Alexander Rd to CR 629 (Harrison St), Mercer County, NJ
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Summary of Conditions Congestion Measures
US 1 from Alexander Rd to CR 629 (Harrison St) in Mercer County is ranked #33 and #10 in peak TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 18.9
travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #13 in both peak planning time vehicle and | PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 76.4
volume delay. Vehicle delays are higher in the AM peak than the PM peak indicating that strategies | TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 11:45:32
to mitigate mobility and reliability should include morning commute traffic patterns. US 1is a PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 38:21:17
divided principal arterial roadway that contains three travel lanes in each direction, and CMP Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.10
intersection bottlenecks occur at CR 571 (Washington Rd) and CR 629. Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a
Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 0
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 0.65
Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #S US 1 Bus Rapid Transit Facility Miles: 2.16
* FY 2024-27 TIP: DB #17419 Route 1, Alexander Road to Mapleton Rd, increase travel lanes from | National Highway System (NHS): Yes
3 to 4 lanes per direction CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.05
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 173
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Encourage Use of Fewer Cars Bottlenecks: 2
4) Comprehensive Policy Approaches Traffic Signals: 3
5) Walking and Bicycling Improvements Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 50,898
6) Major Reconstruction with Minor Capacity Additions CMP Objectives Score: 565
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Figure 63: Facility 317
US 1 from I-295 to Alexander Rd, Mercer County, NJ
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Summary of Conditions
US 1 from the 1-295 interchange to Alexander Rd in Mercer County is ranked #81 and #18 in peak
travel time vehicle and volume delay, respectively, and #75 and #8 in peak planning time vehicle
and volume delay, respectively. US 1is a divided principal arterial roadway that contains mostly
three travel lanes in each direction with one signalized intersection at Carnegie Center Blvd, and
on- and off-ramps at 1-295, CR 533 (Quakerbridge Rd), Meadow Rd, and Alexander Rd. A CMP
limited access roadway bottleneck occurs on US 1 southbound at the CR 533 (Quakerbridge Rd)

Dat': Source: INRIX, DVRPC %dVI’ Pc 1,111 AADT
Congestion Measures
TT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): ol
PT PM Peak Vehicle Delay (sec): 33.8
TT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 9:28:54
PT PM Peak Volume Delay (hr): 45:39:34
Level of Travel Time Reliability (mi): 0.00

Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (mi): n/a

on-ramps. Peak Hour Excessive Delay (per mi): 2,949
TDM Forecasted Congestion (mi): 4.21

Planned Improvements on 2050 LRP & FY 2024-27 TIP Additional Factors
* 2050 LRP: MRP #S US 1 Bus Rapid Transit Facility Miles: 8.44
* FY 2024-27 TIP: No projects National Highway System (NHS): Yes
CMP High Crash Frequency (mi): 0.00
Very Appropriate Strategies CMP High Crash Severity (mi): 0.81
1) Signal Improvements Transit Route: Yes
2) Transit Infrastructure Improvements Park and Ride: No
3) Encourage Use of Fewer Cars Bottlenecks: i
4) Comprehensive Policy Approaches Traffic Signals: 1
5) Walking and Bicycling Improvements Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): 107,267
6) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) or Exclusive Right-of-Way Bus Lanes CMP Objectives Score: 4.51
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4.3 Selecting Focus Intersection Bottlenecks

Some focus roadway corridor facilities may not indicate significant levels of congestion, but one or two
intersections along the facility may experience reduced mobility and result in a bottleneck. The focus of
the bottleneck analysis is along arterials and other non-controlled access roadway facilities, typically
occurring at signalized intersections. Limited access roadway bottlenecks are reviewed as part of a
separate analysis (see Chapter 4, section 5).

Focus intersection bottlenecks are identified in the region as ones that have at least one roadway
segment approach to an intersection with a peak hour TTI greater than 1.50 o a PTI greater than 3.00 and
high peak hour vehicle and volume delays. Intersections with more than one segment approach with high
peak hour delays were given added weight to be included as a focus intersection bottleneck. The CATT
Lab PDA Bottleneck Ranking Tool was used to help in these efforts, but a manual process of identifying
segments with the highest delays was applied to derive the final list of bottlenecks analyzed separately
for each county. For each bottleneck, peak travel time vehicle and volume delays are summarized for all
approach segments that touch the intersection, and any other trailing adjacent segments with a TTl of 1.4
or more. A total of 299 focus intersection bottlenecks were identified: 181 in Pennsylvania and 118 in
New Jersey. Figure 64 maps these bottlenecks, which are symbolized by volume delay in quartiles
separately for the Pennsylvania and New Jersey subregions. Brown locations are the most delayed and
yellow the least.

Tables 9 and 10 contain a list of bottlenecks in the Pennsylvania and New Jersey portions of the DVRPC
region sorted by county and intersection name. They are ranked by both peak average travel time vehicle
and volume delay with a rank of 1 being the most delayed. The bottleneck mapping label identifier can be
cross-referenced between Figure 64 and tables 9 and 10 to identify more detailed delay and ranking
information for each bottleneck. Most bottlenecks are more delayed during the PM peak hour, but there
are a few that are more delayed during the AM peak hour, which are indicated in the “AM/PM Highest
Delay” column and highlighted in gray. Vehicle and volume delays are measured in seconds and hours,
respectively. The delay rankings are color coded by quartiles from the highest to lowest delay, with brown
being the most delayed and yellow the least. The number of intersection legs included in the peak hour
calculation is listed for each intersection, since some leg approaches are omitted from the analysis
because they do not contain traffic volumes or travel time data, and as a result may significantly under-
represent congestion. Also, the peak hour volume for all leg approaches is totaled and listed for each
intersection. The CMP objective measure scores for all segments that are part of the bottleneck are
averaged and ranked, and listed for each bottleneck.

The focus intersection bottlenecks should be considered in DVRPC corridor and other planning studies,
PennDOT programs like Green Light-Go, before-and-after performance evaluations, and could be added to
the Plan-TIP Project Evaluation Criteria. Bottleneck strategies will need to be weighed against regional
priorities and the region’s extreme funding constraint.
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Figure 64: Focus Intersection Bottlenecks
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Focus Intersection Bottlenecks in the Pennsylvania Portion of the DVRPC Region: Peak Travel Time Vehicle and Volume Delay (Sorted by County and Intersection Name)

Table 9:

Peak Hour Vehicle Delay (sec)

Peak Hour Volume Delay (hh:mm:ss)

Time of Intersection Time of CMP

AM Peak|PM Peak| Highest | Day with Legs Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | Highest |Day with Ob;j.

MAP Vehicle | Vehicle | Vehicle | Highest Includedin| Hour | Volume | Volume | Volume | Highest Score

ID |Intersection Name Municipality* County Delay Delay Delay Delay | Rank || Rank Delay Volume| Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank
19 |Bristol Rd @ Old Lincoln Hwy Bensalem Township Bucks 15.2 50.8 50.8 PM 137 128 4/4 3,171 2:35:37 11:17:58 11:17:58 PM 124
24 |Bustleton Pk @ Bristol Rd Northampton Township Bucks 28.8 83.2 83.2 PM - 101 4/4 1,660 3:46:18 15:27:40 15:27:40 PM 166
13 [Calhoun St @ River Rd Morrisville Borough Bucks 9.5 45.4 45.4 PM 144 112 4/4 2,173 1:47:35 13:08:20 13:08:20 PM 97
14 [I-295 On-/Off-Ramp @ Taylorsville Rd Lower Makefield Township Bucks 5.6 6.3 6.3 PM 180 179 3/3 1,232 0:26:03 0:42:44 0:42:44 PM 178
5 |I-95 @ PA 413 (Veterans Hwy) Bristol Township Bucks 9.5 14.5 14.5 PM 176 169 3/3 4,039 2:43:24 5:19:16 5:19:16 PM 143
16 |I-95 NB On-/Off-Ramp @ PA 132 (Street Rd) Bensalem Township Bucks 38.9 68.0 68.0 PM 108 - 3/3 2,562 8:13:57 18:44:44| 18:44:44 PM 24
6 [I-95 On-/Off-Ramp @ US 13 (Bristol Pk) Bristol Township Bucks 111 24.1 24.1 PM 170 166 3/3 3,148 2:09:31 6:00:16 6:00:16 PM 105
33 |Lincoln Hwy @ New Tyburn Rd Falls Township Bucks 5.3 13.9 13.9 PM 177 175 4/4 2,985 0:46:00 2:41:29 2:41:29 PM 149
20 |[PA 132 (Street Rd) @ Old Lincoln Hwy Bensalem Township Bucks 42.4 99.9 99.9 PM 4/4 5,690 17:34:06 52:28:24 52:28:24 PM 45
9 |PA 132 (Street Rd) @ PA 232 Upper Southampton Township  |Bucks 56.6 125.5 125.5 PM 4/4 3,982 9:57:09( 31:20:48| 31:20:48 PM 101
8 |PA 132 (Street Rd) @ PA 532 (Bustleton Pk) Lower Southampton Township Bucks 74.0 146.3 146.3 PM 4/4 5,714 19:20:59 51:23:44 51:23:44 PM 92
22 [PA 132 (Street Rd) @ Trevose Rd Bensalem Township Bucks 21.9 54.7 54.7 PM 128 4/4 5,814 11:49:55| 34:21:50| 34:21:50 PM 39
29 |[PA 179 (Bridge St) @ PA 32 (Main St) New Hope Borough Bucks 28.0 41.5 41.5 PM 149 174 3/4 761 1:49:51 2:59:49 2:59:49 PM 176
7 |PA 213 (Bridgetown Pk) @ Bristol Rd Lower Southampton Township Bucks 45.5 91.5 91.5 PM 110 3/3 1,688 5:11:55| 13:32:58| 13:32:58 PM 146
10 |[PA 232 (Huntingdon Pk) @ County Line Rd Upper Southampton Township  |Bucks 67.7 170.7 170.7 PM 4/4 3,668 14:48:54 48:11:30( 48:11:30 PM 117
34 |PA 309 @ Tollgate Rd Richland Township Bucks 13.0 29.7 29.7 PM 165 116 4/4 4,256 2:34:50( 12:48:50| 12:48:50 PM 174
32 |PA 313 (Dublin Pk) @ 5th St East Rockhill Township Bucks 254 27.0 27.0 PM 169 171 4/4 1,668 2:26:55 4:11:20 4:11:20 PM 181
25 [PA 313 (Dublin Pk) @ PA 113 (Souderton Rd) Bedminster Township Bucks 33.5 36.3 36.3 PM 160 168 4/4 1,300 4:05:24 5:24:05 5:24:05 PM 180
28 |PA 313 (Main St) @ Elephant Rd/Middle St Dublin Borough Bucks 44.8 66.5 66.5 PM 111 126 4/4 1,519 5:36:58 11:22:20 11:22:20 PM 171
31 |PA 313 (Swamp Rd) @ N Easton Rd Buckingham Township Bucks 39.2 74.4 74.4 PM 98 118 4/4 2,458 5:25:05( 12:45:44| 12:45:44 PM 125
12 |PA 32 (Bridge St) @ Pennsylvania Ave Morrisville Borough Bucks 34.0 123.2 123.2 PM 3/4 1,462 7:07:37| 35:13:29| 35:13:29 PM 91
23 [PA 332 (Jacksonville Rd) @ Bristol Rd Northampton Township Bucks 51.5 104.3 104.3 PM 4/4 2,779 8:53:59 22:10:18] 22:10:18 PM 151
15 |PA 413 (Pine St) @ PA 213 (Maple Ave) Langhorne Borough Bucks 62.4 155.3 155.3 PM 4/4 2,200 9:44:34 32:19:35 32:19:35 PM 66
1 |[PA413 @ Trenton Rd Middletown Township Bucks 13.7 49.3 49.3 PM 139 152 4/4 2,675 2:08:42 9:10:08 9:10:08 PM 129
18 |[PA 513 (Hulmesville Rd) @ PA 132 (Street Rd) Bensalem Township Bucks 26.7 42.9 42.9 PM 148 135 4/4 4,236 4:08:25 10:33:05 10:33:05 PM 157
4 |PA 513 (Neshaminy St) @ Trenton Ave Hulmeville Borough Bucks 15.7 39.2 39.2 PM 156 165 3/4 1,753 2:07:39 6:15:18 6:15:18 PM 159
17 |PA513 @ Byberry Rd Bensalem Township Bucks 16.0 27.2 27.2 PM 167 170 4/4 2,057 2:07:51 4:31:52 4:31:52 PM 164
11 |PA 532 (Sycamore St) @ Richboro Rd Newtown Township Bucks 11.7 18.4 18.4 PM 172 177 4/4 1,286 0:52:49 1:46:02 1:46:02 PM 163
35 |PA 663 (Broad St) @ PA 309 Quakertown Borough Bucks 20.9 61.6 61.6 PM 116 - 4/4 5,086 6:29:00 24:34:14 24:34:14 PM 104
3 [US1 (Lincoln Hwy) @ Oxford Valley Rd Middletown Township Bucks 3.2 35.6 35.6 PM 162 142 4/4 4,492 0:44:03 9:44:51 9:44:51 PM 136
21 |US 13 (Bristol Pk) @ PA 63 (Woodhaven Rd) Bensalem Township Bucks 32.7 45.2 45.2 PM 145 146 3/3 1,906 5:15:54 9:25:59 9:25:59 PM 64
27 |US 202 (State St) @ Main St Doylestown Borough Bucks 19.8 40.1 40.1 PM 153 148 3/3 1,251 2:14:44 5:49:46 9:18:20 PM 38
26 |US 202 @ PA 152 (Main St) Chalfont Borough Bucks 36.6 62.7 62.7 PM 115 125 3/3 2,253 5:31:05 11:41:27 11:41:27 PM 74
30 [US 202 @ PA 413 (Durham Rd) Buckingham Township Bucks 18.4 12.6 18.4 AM 173 176 4/4 1,493 1:53:12 1:30:11 1:53:12 AM 169
2 |Woodbourne Rd @ Bristol Oxford Valley Rd Middletown Township Bucks 4.3 39.6 39.6 PM 155 153 4/4 2,636 0:31:30 8:59:51 8:59:51 PM 173
39 |PA 100 @ Howard Rd West Whiteland Township Chester 31.4 90.7 90.7 PM 3/4 5,652 15:46:39| 59:16:54| 59:16:54 PM 40
38 |PA 100 @ US 30 Bus (Lincoln Hwy) West Whiteland Township Chester 21.2 58.4 58.4 PM 4/4 5,616 9:04:44 25:59:29 25:59:29 PM 95
37 |PA 100 @ US 30 Bypass WB Off-Ramp West Whiteland Township Chester 25.4 66.6 66.6 PM 3/3 5,095 12:12:24 39:21:37| 39:21:37 PM 48
42 |PA 113 (Bridge St) @ Main St Phoenixville Borough Chester 24.1 65.2 65.2 PM 113 160 3/4 1,256 2:19:16 7:50:45 7:50:45 PM 71
41 |PA 23 (Nutt Rd) @ PA 29 (Manavon St) Phoenixville Borough Chester 82.3 83.5 83.5 PM 4/4 1,543 8:56:01 12:25:19| 12:25:19 PM 134
40 |PA 23 (Nutt Rd) @ PA 113 (Bridge St) Phoenixville Borough Chester 46.8 78.8 78.8 PM 4/5 2,578 7:17:01 15:02:52 15:02:52 PM 141
45 |PA 23 (Nutt Rd) @ Township Line Rd East Pikeland Township Chester 56.2 95.8 95.8 PM 2/3 1,547 10:06:32 22:27:22| 22:27:22 PM 115
56 |PA 3 (Market St) @ Westtown Rd West Goshen Township Chester 0.0 2.4 2.4 PM 4/4 2,505 0:00:00 0:42:28 0:42:28 PM 162
52 |PA 340 (Kings Hwy) @ Reeceville Rd Caln Township Chester 24.1 40.6 40.6 PM 4/4 1,334 2:51:38 6:00:09 6:00:09 PM 172
59 |PA 41 @ Baltimore Pk Avondale Borough Chester 69.2 1313 1313 PM 3/3 1,736 10:56:37 25:45:18 25:45:18 PM 147
44 |PA 724 (Schuylkill Rd) @ PA 23 (Ridge Rd) East Pikeland Township Chester 41.6 54.0 54.0 PM 3/4 1,698 6:10:12( 10:45:40( 10:45:40 PM 154
55 |PA 926 (Street Rd) @ Pocopson Rd Pocopson Township Chester 29.3 78.0 78.0 PM 4/4 1,008 2:57:55| 10:50:34| 10:50:34 PM 170
60 [US 202 (Wilmington Pk) @ PA 926 (Street Rd) Thornbury Township Chester 21.2 40.4 40.4 PM 4/4 4,811 7:19:08( 20:50:43| 20:50:43 PM 165
43 |US 30 (Lancaster Ave) @ PA 252 (Leopard Rd) Tredyffrin Township Chester 49.1 51.7 51.7 PM 4/4 2,705 8:11:53| 11:12:56| 11:12:56 PM 102
54 |US 30 Bus (Lincoln Hwy) @ Caln Rd Caln Township Chester 16.8 54.8 54.8 PM 4/4 1,932 2:25:23( 10:09:50f 10:09:50 PM 90
49 |US 30 Bus (Lincoln Hwy) @ PA 340 (Bondsville Rd) Caln Township Chester 234 104.0 104.0 PM 4/4 2,323 3:43:23 19:44:20 19:44:20 PM 116
36 [US 30 Bus (Lincoln Hwy) @ PA 82 (1st Ave) Coatesville City Chester 35.6 180.7 180.7 PM 4/4 2,355 4:41:16| 30:02:15| 30:02:15 PM 52




Table 9

Continued
Peak Hour Vehicle Delay (sec) Peak Hour Volume Delay (hh:mm:ss)

Time of Intersection Time of CMP

AM Peak|PM Peak| Highest | Day with Legs Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak | Highest |Day with Ob;j.

MAP Vehicle | Vehicle | Vehicle | Highest Includedin| Hour | Volume | Volume | Volume | Highest Score

ID |Intersection Name Municipality* County Delay Delay Delay Delay | Rank || Rank Delay Volume| Delay Delay Delay Delay Rank
51 |US 30 Bypass On-Ramp @ Reeceville Rd Caln Township Chester 16.9 23.1 23.1 PM 171 172 3/3 1,490 1:59:41 3:46:20 3:46:20 PM 154
53 |US 30 Bypass On-/Off-Ramp @ US 322 Caln Township Chester 57.9 13.8 57.9 AM 123 159 3/3 1,230 8:14:20 1:45:29 8:14:20 AM 108
50 [US 30 Bypass On-/Off-Ramp @ US 322 Caln Township Chester 76.4 18.9 76.4 AM 91 156 3/3 1,274 8:33:04 2:22:57 8:33:04 AM 85
48 |US 30 Bypass WB Off-Ramp @ Airport Rd Valley Township Chester 7.6 9.2 9.2 PM 179 178 3/3 1,104 0:37:52 1:05:22 1:05:22 PM 175
47 |US 30 Bypass WB Off-Ramp @ Lancaster Ave East Caln Township Chester 20.3 58.2 58.2 PM 122 109 3/4 2,458 3:38:36| 13:43:30| 13:43:30 PM 109
63 |US 30 Bypass WB Off-Ramp @ Norwood Rd Downingtown Borough Chester 9.3 8.8 9.3 AM 178 181 3/3 438 0:20:15 0:33:05 0:33:05 PM 177
58 |US 322 (High St) @ Gay St West Chester Borough Chester 8.6 15.8 15.8 PM 175 173 3/3 2,840 1:13:51 3:33:19 3:33:19 PM 15

57 |US 322 (High St) @ PA 3 (Market St) West Chester Borough Chester 33.8 68.4 68.4 PM 107 122 3/4 2,064 4:28:18 12:10:38 12:10:38 PM 6

46 |US 322 @ Hopewell Rd/Bondsville Rd East Brandywine Township Chester 43.1 76.5 76.5 PM 106 4/4 1,684 6:12:15 14:21:16 14:21:16 PM 167
62 [US 322 @ US 30 Bus (Lancaster Ave) Downingtown Borough Chester 36.9 36.3 36.9 AM 159 164 3/3 1,558 4:42:33 6:36:16 6:36:16 PM 44
61 [US 322 @ US 30 Business Downingtown Borough Chester 27.7 63.2 63.2 PM 114 127 3/3 2,041 4:06:47| 11:21:21] 11:21:21 PM 22
64 |Baltimore Ave @ Lansdowne Ave Lansdowne Borough Delaware 66.2 190.1 190.1 PM 4/4 2,982 10:09:47| 37:38:39 37:38:39 PM 53
71 |Baltimore Ave @ Monroe St Media Borough Delaware 71.2 90.4 90.4 PM 4/4 1,470 10:48:51 17:31:44 17:31:44 PM 73
65 [Baltimore Ave @ Springfield Rd Clifton Heights Borough Delaware 39.8 93.8 93.8 PM 4/4 2,708 5:52:56| 18:00:52| 18:00:52 PM 60
74 |Bishop Hollow Rd @ Providence Rd Upper Providence Township Delaware 45.9 91.7 91.7 PM 4/4 1,481 4:17:36( 12:04:31| 12:04:31 PM 179
85 |Conestoga Rd @ Radnor Chester Rd Radnor Township Delaware 59.5 72.8 72.8 PM 4/4 1,514 5:27:10 8:30:56 8:30:56 PM 134
68 [Darby Rd @ Eagle Rd Haverford Township Delaware 141.2 183.7 183.7 PM 4/4 2,736 22:05:51| 34:28:23| 34:28:23 PM 112
69 [Haverford Rd @ Wynnewood Rd Haverford Township Delaware 114.7 82.5 114.7 AM 4/4 2,269 15:38:14 15:04:56 15:38:14 AM 130
86 [I-476 NB On-Ramp @ US 30 (Lancaster Ave) Radnor Township Delaware 22.4 39.0 39.0 PM 2/3 2,263 5:31:45 12:25:21 12:25:21 PM 72
83 |Lansdowne Ave @ State Rd Upper Darby Township Delaware 62.5 104.5 104.5 PM 4/4 3,446 12:03:02 26:21:22| 26:21:22 PM 88
90 |Meeting House Rd @ Chichester Ave Upper Chichester Township Delaware 45.9 89.7 89.7 PM 4/4 2,229 6:09:33| 16:08:57| 16:08:57 PM 139
66 |[PA 3 (West Chester Pk) @ Eagle Rd Haverford Township Delaware 96.8 121.2 121.2 PM 4/4 3,722 20:35:07| 49:36:47 49:36:47 PM 77
70 |PA 3 (West Chester Pk) @ Lawrence Rd Haverford Township Delaware 37.9 74.7 74.7 PM 3/3 5,043 10:11:44| 31:04:22 31:04:22 PM 81
76 |PA 3 (West Chester Pk) @ Media Line Rd Newtown Township Delaware 84.7 103.3 103.3 PM 4/4 2,573 13:56:50 27:55:40 27:55:40 PM 100
75 |PA 3 (West Chester Pk) @ PA 252 (Newtown Rd) Newtown Township Delaware 32.3 37.9 37.9 PM 4/4 4,931 8:55:27| 14:11:11| 14:11:11 PM 107
72 |PA 320 (Sproul Rd) @ Lawrence Rd Marple Township Delaware 56.4 60.8 60.8 PM 3/3 3,838 13:44:55( 18:48:56 18:48:56 PM 151
78 |PA 320 (Sproul Rd)/Cedar Ln @ Baltimore Pk Springfield Township Delaware 55.5 107.3 107.3 PM 4/4 3,084 14:11:41 33:32:33| 33:32:33 PM 27
93 |PA 352 (Middletown Rd) @ PA 452 (Pennell Rd) Middletown Township Delaware 37.1 131.2 131.2 PM 4/4 2,423 5:43:58 26:20:18 26:20:18 PM 103
79 |PA 420 (Woodlawn Ave) @ Baltimore Pk Springfield Township Delaware 75.4 167.4 167.4 PM 4/4 4,299 17:39:08 58:17:42 58:17:42 PM 77
84 |Providence Rd @ South Ave Upper Darby Township Delaware 18.4 45.4 45.4 PM 4/4 2,031 2:47:40 8:27:31 8:27:31 PM 123
77 |Springfield Rd @ Bishop Ave Springfield Township Delaware 129.7 273.9 273.9 PM 4/4 3,449 23:22:58| 65:23:17 65:23:17 PM 26
87 |Sprowl Rd @ S Bryn Mawr Ave Radnor Township Delaware 69.6 94.3 94.3 PM 4/4 2,046 7:44:48| 13:01:11| 13:01:11 PM 168
82 |State Rd @ Burmont Rd Upper Darby Township Delaware 80.9 133.7 133.7 PM 3/3 2,042 11:44:02( 25:16:13| 25:16:13 PM 79
92 |US 1 (Baltimore Pk) @ Creek Rd Chadds Ford Township Delaware 23.2 47.6 47.6 PM 3/3 2,949 6:17:09| 16:33:16| 16:33:16 PM 144
95 |US 1 (Baltimore Pk) @ PA 352 (New Middletown Rd) Middletown Township Delaware 33.0 43.4 43.4 PM 2/2 1,499 5:04:23 9:38:41 9:38:41 PM 97
94 |US 1 (Baltimore Pk) @ PA 452 (Pennell Rd) Middletown Township Delaware 57.7 116.1 116.1 PM 4/4 3,847 11:13:10 33:33:01 33:33:01 PM 82
81 |US 1 (Media Bypass) NB On-/Off-Ramp @ Sprow! Rd Springfield Township Delaware 349 93.7 93.7 PM 4/4 3,766 7:49:34| 27:46:22| 27:46:22 PM 59
80 |US 1 (State Rd) @ Springfield Rd Springfield Township Delaware 206.7 341.4 341.4 PM 4/4 3,825 42:33:24 94:18:44 94:18:44 PM 10
67 [US 1 (Township Line Rd) @ Landowne Ave/Darby Rd Haverford Township Delaware 92.6 145.6 145.6 PM 4/4 4,505 22:50:55 51:47:11 51:47:11 PM 33
73 |US 1 Media Bypass @ PA 252 (Providence Rd) Upper Providence Township Delaware 35.8 79.8 79.8 PM 3/3 2,231 7:00:39| 22:50:00| 22:50:00 PM 75
88 |US 13 (Chester Pk) @ PA 420 (Lincoln Ave) Prospect Park Borough Delaware 16.3 32.2 32.2 PM 4/4 4,655 3:30:12| 12:29:32| 12:29:32 PM 46
91 |US 202 (Wilmington Pk) @ US 1 (Baltimore Pk) Chadds Ford Township Delaware 63.1 108.7 108.7 PM 4/4 7,216 24:59:07 55:57:54 55:57:54 PM 119
89 |US 322 @ Bethel Ave/Cherry Tree Rd Upper Chichester Township Delaware 254.8 401.1 401.1 PM 4/4 2,859 66:56:44| 128:09:36 128:09:36 PM 48
111 (Butler Pk @ Flourtown Rd/Plymouth Rd Whitemarsh Township Montgomery 34.2 55.5 55.5 PM 4/4 1,866 3:02:05 6:41:31 6:41:31 PM 158
116 |Cheltenham Ave @ Wadsworth Ave Cheltenham Township Montgomery 26.1 68.7 68.7 PM 4/4 2,391 3:23:22| 10:40:50| 10:40:50 PM 121
115 |Easton Rd @ Glenside Ave Cheltenham Township Montgomery 59.3 115.2 115.2 PM 4/4 1,686 6:49:53| 16:57:30| 16:57:30 PM 131
131 |Egypt Rd & Pawlings Rd Lower Providence Township Montgomery 36.2 70.2 70.2 PM 4/4 2,554 5:29:14| 13:07:38| 13:07:38 PM 140
118 |Germantown Pk @ Burnside Ave East Norriton Township Montgomery 349 51.1 51.1 PM 3/3 1,785 4:29:29 9:23:34 9:23:34 PM 160
110 |Germantown Pk @ Butler Pk Whitemarsh Township Montgomery 42.3 109.6 109.6 PM 3/3 2,021 8:46:26| 29:20:02| 29:20:02 PM 122
127 [PA 23 (Front St) @ Matsonford Rd/Fayette St West Conshohocken Borough Montgomery 100.9 126.5 126.5 PM 4/4 3,790 23:40:23| 35:13:03| 35:13:03 PM 20
101 [PA 232 (Huntingdon Pk) @ Church Rd Rockledge Borough Montgomery 214 103.8 103.8 PM 3/3 2,524 4:27:16( 29:29:50| 29:29:50 PM 28
122 [PA 232 (Huntingdon Pk) @ PA 63 (Welsh Rd)/Philmont Ave  |Lower Moreland Township Montgomery 77.0 100.6 100.6 PM 4/4 4,469 14:04:28 25:36:15[ 25:36:15 PM 68
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126 |PA 263 (S York Rd) @ Horsham Rd Hatboro Borough Montgomery 27.1 61.3 61.3 PM 117 111 3/3 2,078 4:21:38| 13:08:26| 13:08:26 PM 111
96 |PA 29 (2nd Ave) @ E Main St Collegeville Borough Montgomery 25.5 51.0 51.0 PM 136 143 4/4 2,903 3:55:28 9:42:26 9:42:26 PM 133
107 [PA 29 (Gravel Pk) @ PA 113 (Bridge Rd) Perkiomen Township Montgomery 80.4 73.1 80.4 AM 4/4 1,939 8:38:01| 10:00:17| 10:00:17 PM 132
109 |PA 309 @ Line Lexington Rd Hatfield Township Montgomery 26.4 76.3 76.3 PM 4/4 4,276 6:07:00 21:40:05 21:40:05 PM 148
99 |[PA 309 @ PA 63 (Welsh Rd) Lower Gwynedd Township Montgomery 19.2 52.0 52.0 PM 4/4 5,983 7:59:14| 32:57:31| 32:57:31 PM 95
130 |PA 363 (Trooper Rd) @ Ridge Pk Lower Providence Township Montgomery 85.8 191.6 191.6 PM 4/4 2,768 11:48:34( 38:07:30( 38:07:30 PM 106
108 [PA 363 (Valley Forge Rd) @ Sumneytown Pk Towamencin Township Montgomery 40.5 40.8 40.8 PM 4/4 2,614 5:50:46 7:48:55 7:48:55 PM 138
106 |PA 463 (Cowpath Rd) @ Broad St Montgomery Township Montgomery 38.0 84.1 84.1 PM 3/3 1,769 6:13:34| 17:44:01| 17:44:01 PM 113
121 [PA 611 (Old York Rd) @ Davisville Rd Upper Moreland Township Montgomery 335 43.4 43.4 PM 4/4 3,793 10:26:45( 16:58:10( 16:58:10 PM 99
103 |PA 611 (Old York Rd) @ Susquehanna Rd Abington Township Montgomery 29.0 57.1 57.1 PM 4/4 3,773 5:42:12| 16:44:28| 16:44:28 PM 110
102 [PA 611 (Old York Rd) @ Washington Ln Abington Township Montgomery 51.5 163.4 163.4 PM 4/4 2,864 10:49:58( 46:33:37( 46:33:37 PM 34
100 [PA 63 (Welsh Rd) @ E Main St/N Wales Rd Lansdale Borough Montgomery 34.7 104.4 104.4 PM 4/4 2,532 4:43:19 18:59:04 18:59:04 PM 125
117 [PA 63 (Welsh Rd) @ Village Rd Upper Dublin Township Montgomery 61.3 85.4 85.4 PM 4/4 1,345 9:13:47| 20:19:36| 20:19:36 PM 128
119 |PA 73 (Main St) @ Park Ave Schwenksville Borough Montgomery 40.5 78.8 78.8 PM 4/4 1,546 4:40:28 11:49:24 11:49:24 PM 161
120 |PA 73 (Skippack Pk) @ PA 113 (Bridge Rd) Skippack Township Montgomery 36.0 90.5 90.5 PM 4/4 2,127 4:36:36| 15:44:29| 15:44:29 PM 153
123 |Philmont Ave @ Pine Rd Lower Moreland Township Montgomery 52.1 146.0 146.0 PM 6/6 2,530 7:18:52| 25:35:51| 25:35:51 PM 118
113 |Ridge Pk @ Alan Wood Rd Plymouth Township Montgomery 34.6 39.9 39.9 PM 4/4 3,878 6:31:33| 10:22:12| 10:22:12 PM 119
112 |Ridge Pk @ Barren Hill Rd Whitemarsh Township Montgomery 19.4 75.4 75.4 PM 3/3 2,563 3:51:41| 18:22:27| 18:22:27 PM 141
97 [Ridge Pk/W Main St @ W 7th Ave Trappe Borough Montgomery 31.1 72.5 72.5 PM 103 115 3/3 1,669 4:30:49| 12:56:04| 12:56:04 PM 145
104 [Susquehanna Rd @ Washington Ln Abington Township Montgomery 44.9 84.1 84.1 PM 137 3/3 1,077 3:56:31| 10:20:11] 10:20:11 PM 137
114 |Swede St @ Main St Norristown Borough Montgomery 32.2 59.2 59.2 PM 119 131 3/3 1,883 4:36:52| 11:00:12( 11:00:12 PM 17
125 [US 202 (Dekalb Pk) @ Henderson Rd Upper Merion Township Montgomery 23.0 54.7 54.7 PM 129 4/4 4,920 7:00:27| 22:10:07| 22:10:07 PM 40
105 |US 202 (Dekalb Pk) @ PA 309 Montgomery Township Montgomery 4.7 27.0 27.0 PM 168 144 4/4 3,963 1:29:53 9:40:21 9:40:21 PM 156
124 |US 202 (W Dekalb Pk) @ Mall Blvd Upper Merion Township Montgomery 7.2 294 294 PM 166 105 3/4 3,821 3:07:02 14:21:21 14:21:21 PM 88
98 |US 202 @ Sumneytown Pk Lower Gwynedd Township Montgomery 71.6 116.5 116.5 PM 4/4 3,282 12:50:30f 27:40:22| 27:40:22 PM 61
128 |US 30 (Lancaster Ave) @ Church Rd Lower Merion Township Montgomery 38.3 75.9 75.9 PM 4/4 2,782 8:45:24| 22:32:42| 22:32:42 PM 87
129 [US 30 (Lancaster Ave) @ Woodside Rd Lower Merion Township Montgomery 26.8 35.8 35.8 PM 3/3 1,937 5:32:51 9:16:56 9:16:56 PM 76
151 |Allegheny Ave @ Kensington Ave North Philadelphia 45.0 207.6 207.6 PM 4/4 2,307 5:40:47 29:43:07 29:43:07 PM 47
154 |Belmont Ave @ Montgomery Dr West Park Philadelphia 105.6 102.5 105.6 AM 4/4 2,950 30:06:09| 38:04:02| 38:04:02 PM 84
137 |Byberry Rd @ Evans Rd Upper Far Northeast Philadelphia 48.5 123.6 123.6 PM 3/3 2,420 9:08:57| 33:24:10| 33:24:10 PM 114
143 [Castor Ave @ Adams Ave Lower Northeast Philadelphia 15.3 54.4 54.4 PM 2/2 1,365 2:14:04 10:19:10 10:19:10 PM 80
157 |Cobbs Creek Pkwy @ PA 3 (Walnut St) West Philadelphia 27.4 52.3 52.3 PM 3/3 2,853 6:27:16 14:58:26 14:58:26 PM 53
150 |Front St @ Rising Sun Ave North Philadelphia 22.8 89.9 89.9 PM 4/4 1,872 2:43:00( 14:18:14| 14:18:14 PM 40
156 |Girard Ave and Belmont Ave West Philadelphia 35.0 72.8 72.8 PM 4/4 2,273 5:06:37 12:48:38 12:48:38 PM 10
166 |Grays Ferry Ave @ 34th St South Philadelphia 83.9 123.8 123.8 PM 4/4 3,799 22:21:40| 54:40:40| 54:40:40 PM 8
144 [Harbison/Aramingo Ave @ Torresdale Ave Lower Northeast Philadelphia 42.9 94.5 94.5 PM 4/4 3,462 11:40:03 27:49:26| 27:49:26 PM 57
179 |Henry Ave @ Walnut Ln Lower Northwest Philadelphia 19.5 31.1 31.1 PM 164 151 4/4 3,935 4:38:38 9:13:25 9:13:25 PM 61
165 |I-676 (Vine St Expr) EB Off-Ramp @ 8th St Central Philadelphia 6.3 18.3 18.3 PM 174 154 2/2 2,876 2:13:01 8:47:19 8:47:19 PM 14
164 |1-676 (Vine St Expr) EB Off-Ramp @ S 15th St Central Philadelphia 30.3 73.2 73.2 PM 2/2 2,778 5:56:32( 17:48:12 17:48:12 PM 1
159 |Kelly Dr @ Ben Franklin Pkwy Central Philadelphia 50.1 104.1 104.1 PM 2/2 1,929 15:09:22 29:44:10 29:44:10 PM 25
178 |Kelly Dr @ Falls Bridge Lower Northwest Philadelphia 30.1 99.3 99.3 PM 4/4 5,232 10:53:18 42:40:06( 42:40:06 PM 2
161 |Kelly Dr @ Sedgely Dr Central Philadelphia 85.9 88.4 88.4 PM 4/4 3,007 24:45:29 32:48:02 32:48:02 PM 43
170 |Limekiln Pk @ E Upsal St Upper North Philadelphia 14.9 57.2 57.2 PM 4/4 1,799 1:26:40 7:07:00 7:07:00 PM 150
162 |Market St @ 2nd St Central Philadelphia 55.7 76.9 76.9 PM 2/2 1,063 8:31:33 15:14:06 15:14:06 PM 9
160 |Market St @ 7th St Central Philadelphia 86.6 125.7 125.7 PM 3/3 1,113 15:38:23| 28:10:09| 28:10:09 PM 4
141 |PA 232 (Oxford Ave) @ Pine Rd Central Northeast Philadelphia 20.9 48.4 48.4 PM 4/4 2,529 2:57:44 11:13:10 11:13:10 PM 36
169 |PA 291 @ Penrose Ave Lower South Philadelphia 27.7 58.2 58.2 PM 4/4 7,027 14:53:07| 36:38:38| 36:38:38 PM 29
138 |PA 532 (Bustleton Ave) @ Byberry Rd Upper Far Northeast Philadelphia 100.6 242.0 242.0 PM 4/4 4,657 20:56:17 77:45:59 77:45:59 PM 58
139 [PA 532 (Welsh Rd) @ Bustleton Ave Upper Far Northeast Philadelphia 24.2 50.0 50.0 PM 4/4 3,033 3:38:38 8:36:42 8:36:42 PM 69
171 |PA 611 (Broad St) @ 66th Ave Upper North Philadelphia 56.7 82.3 82.3 PM 4/4 3,474 17:01:35 31:05:37 31:05:37 PM 83
146 |PA 611 (Broad St) @ Allegheny Ave North Philadelphia 68.4 155.5 155.5 PM 4/4 4,787 23:35:49| 70:55:49| 70:55:49 PM 18
135 |PA 611 (Broad St) @ Diamond St Lower North Philadelphia 56.9 129.0 129.0 PM 4/4 3,055 21:57:27 66:15:25 66:15:25 PM 32
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148 |PA 611 (Broad St) @ Erie Ave North Philadelphia 71.9 120.8 120.8 PM 4/4 3,779 23:33:41| 47:28:59| 47:28:59 PM 5
134 |PA 611 (Broad St) @ Girard Ave Lower North Philadelphia 334 106.1 106.1 PM 4/4 3,962 8:59:48 40:55:26 40:55:26 PM 36
174 |PA 611 (Broad St) @ OId York Rd Upper North Philadelphia 75.2 72.3 75.2 AM 3/3 5,594 22:48:49| 28:02:51| 28:02:51 PM 23
158 [PA 611 (Broad St) @ S Juniper St/Penn Sq Central Philadelphia 68.4 71.7 71.7 PM 2/2 2,024 22:18:07 28:27:16 28:27:16 PM 12
147 |PA 611 (Broad St) @ US 13 (Hunting Park Ave) North Philadelphia 61.8 127.7 127.7 PM 4/4 6,257 22:31:19| 53:09:18| 53:09:18 PM 21
175 |PA 611 (Broad S