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Centre County Metropolitan Planning Organization (CCMPO) 
 

Centre County Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 2044 
 

DRAFT Public Comment Period Summary 
 

I. When Was LRTP 2044 Made Available for Public Comment? 
 

August 17, 2015 The LRTP documents were posted on the CCMPO’s website. 

August 17, 2015 A notice was mailed and emailed to seven Native American Tribes and Nations whose ancestors had at 
one time lived in Centre County.  The notice directed tribal representatives to the website at which all 
documents could be accessed.  The notice indicated that previous consultation has occurred through 
PennDOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 

August 17, 2015 A notice was mailed and emailed to the municipal managers or secretaries for the 35 municipalities in 
Centre County.  The notice included the website address to access the documents; the dates for the start 
and conclusion of the public comment period; the date, time, and location of the public meeting; and the 
date, time, and location of the meeting at which the Coordinating Committee would consider adopting the 
LRTP 2044. 

August 17, 2015 A letter was mailed and emailed to 87 organizations designated as “interested parties” in the CCMPO’s 
Public Participation Plan (PPP.)  The interested parties include: affected public agencies, representatives 
of public transportation employees, freight shippers, providers of freight transportation services, private 
providers of transportation, representatives of users of public transportation, representatives of users of 
pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, representatives of the disabled and other 
entities.  The notice included the website address to access the documents; the dates for the start and 
conclusion of the public comment period; the date, time, and location of the public meeting; and the 
date, time, and location of the meeting at which the Coordinating Committee would consider adopting the 
LRTP 2044. 

August 18, 2015 The 30-day public comment period was formally initiated.  Classified advertisements were placed in The 
Progress (Clearfield/Philipsburg), The Express (Lock Haven), and The Centre Daily Times (State College) 
newspapers.  A paid block advertisement was also placed in The Centre Daily Times.  Notices included the 
dates for the start and conclusion of the comment period; locations at which the LRTP documents were 
available for review; the date, time, and location of the public meeting; and the date, time, and location 
of the meeting at which the Coordinating Committee would consider adopting the LRTP 2044. 

August 18, 2015 A notice about the public comment period was placed on the C-NET public access cable television bulletin 
board.  A press release was sent to 24 broadcast and print media outlets, including web-based community 
news publishers, and three newspapers serving Centre County. 

August 18, 2015 A notice was emailed to all persons on the mailing list for CCMPO meetings and reports.  The mailing list 
includes local officials and citizens, committee members, and staff members for federal and state 
legislators.  The notice included the website address to access the documents; the dates for the start and 
conclusion of the public comment period; the date, time, and location of the public meeting; and the 
date, time, and location of the meeting at which the Coordinating Committee would consider adopting the 
LRTP 2044.  

September 2, 2015 A Public Meeting was held at the State College Borough Municipal building from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m.  Staff 
members from the Centre Regional Planning Agency (CRPA), the Centre County Planning and Community 
Development Office (CCPCDO), Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA), PennDOT District 2-0 
Office, PennDOT Central Office, and Federal Highway Administration were present to explain all aspects of 
the draft LRTP and to respond to questions and receive comments. 

September 17, 2015 The 30-day public comment period concluded at 5:00 pm. 
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II. Public Comments and Responses 
 
Comments received via w ritten correspondence, telephone, or email (copies of w ritten 
correspondence are attached): 
 

 Agency/Individual Summary of Comment Response 
1 William MacMath - on 

behalf of the Spring 
Township Board of 
Supervisors 
(correspondence) 

Requests that the SR 26 Betterment 
(Jacksonville Road) and I-80/I-99 
Interchanges be removed from “Projects 
for Future Consideration” and moved 
back to the number one priority project.  

By placing the SR 26 Betterment (Jacksonville 
Road) and I-80/I-99 Interchanges projects in 
the “Projects for Future Consideration”, the 
CCMPO acknowledges the importance of 
these projects while recognizing that funding 
is not currently available to advance 
construction.  

2 Online comment Much more should be done to prioritize 
converting roads to complete streets, 
particularly roads that lead to many 
important destinations. I would hope that 
by 2044, all road users will be able to 
safely get to all major destinations in 
State College, not just automobile drivers. 

Believes this goal can be accomplished in 
5 years. 

The CCMPO agrees that a Complete Streets 
focus is important during project development 
and is proactively working with its partners to 
ensure that all modes are addressed where 
appropriate.  

The CCMPO has established an 
Implementation Strategy to develop Complete 
Streets Plans/Policies within the next 5 years.  

3 Online comment 
 

Appendix A – In addition to acronyms, 
transportation terms need to be defined. 
For example, what is the definition and 
scope of “commuter bus service”? Is this 
different that “public” bus service. 

CCMPO will work to further define 
transportation terms within the document and 
in future updates.   

4 Online comment 
 

Is there a fun way to educate & motivate 
student cyclists to follow PA bicycle laws? 

Particular focus should be given to 
reducing crashes involving bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Beyond crashes, attention 
should be given to overall safety on the 
bicycle & pedestrian network.  

The CCMPO agrees with your comments and 
is dedicated to the 5 E’s of bicycling as 
outlined by the League of American Bicyclists. 
Engineering, Education, Encouragement, 
Enforcement, Evaluation & Planning.  

The CCMPO’s highest priority goal is 
improving safety for all modes of travel. 
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 Agency/Individual Summary of Comment Response 

5 Online comment I am very concerned about the treatment 
of people with disabilities and their access 
to public transportation, because of 
information in the media indicating that 
the Centre Region is not meeting its 
moral and public responsibility to persons 
with disabilities. I want the public 
transportation in Centre County to meet 
the needs of those with disabilities and 
for these individuals to be treated with 
the respect and care that they deserve as 
residents of this county.   

The CCMPO and the public providers of 
transportation services in Centre County take 
your concerns seriously, and are committed 
to working with stakeholders to ensure that 
persons with disabilities are provided access 
and the necessary accommodations to allow 
use of public transportation. Your concerns 
will be provided to the Centre Area 
Transportation Authority (CATA) and the 
Centre County Office of Transportation 
(CCOT), which both receive state and/or 
federal funding through the CCMPO. 

In particular, the CCMPO notes that services 
offered by CATA under the Americans with 
Disabilities Act meet, and in some areas 
exceed, legislated minimums. CATA is audited 
regularly both by state and federal funding 
agencies relative to this topic and has been 
found to be in compliance. Regarding the 
information in the media referenced in your 
comment (believed to be letters to the editor 
of the Centre Daily Times), CATA would 
welcome the opportunity to speak with you 
directly about your concerns. 

6 Jon Eich 
(via email attached) 

Mr. Eich provided 26 comments; 5 of 
which were editorial and the remaining 21 
were related to content.  

Acknowledge receipt of all comments.  

Editorial comments will be addressed in the 
final LRTP. The remaining comments are 
addressed on the next two pages. 
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 Summary of Comment Response 
Eich 1 Thank you for continuing to include Projects for 

Future Consideration 
Acknowledge comment.  

Eich 2 The Study area for US 322/PA 144/PA 45 is shown, 
is there a corresponding project and which time 
period? 

The map reflects the Route 322/144/45 Corridors project 
that is listed as a Project for Future Consideration. An edit 
will be made to the map to clarify this distinction.  

Eich 3 Is it possible to move the construction phase of the 
Lick Run Bridge into the first four years? 

The CCMPO and PennDOT District 2-0 work closely on 
development of the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP). At this time there are no plans to accelerate the Lick 
Run Bridge project to the 2015-2018 TIP. However, the 
construction phase will be considered for inclusion on the 
2017-2020 TIP.   

Eich 4 Can the College Avenue & High Street signal and 
related pedestrian improvements be moved to an 
earlier phase? Would it qualify for consideration as 
an Environmental Justice project? Would it qualify as 
a project on the NHPP? 

The CCMPO Coordinating Committee did not indicate a policy 
level adjustment to advance this project at this time.  

The CCMPO and PennDOT District 2-0 work closely on 
development of the TIP. There are no plans to accelerate the 
project. However, this project would qualify as an NHPP 
eligible project and is also a Highway Safety Improvement 
Program (HSIP) corridor. Depending on funding availability in 
future years, these designations could impact project 
timeline.   

The CCMPO can evaluate the project in more detail to future 
determine any benefits or burdens to the designated EJ 
community, but this is not anticipated to impact project 
timeline.  

Eich 5 Delete the Epply White Road Bridge from 
consideration 

The CCMPO Coordinating Committee made a decision on 
6/24/14 to adjust the priority of the Epply White Bridge to 
the lowest priority (25th) on the local bridge project list. 
While the bridge is essentially a closed private bridge, it is 
still designated as part of the local public road system, and 
as such should not be removed completely for consideration 
at this time.    

Eich 6 Document the 970 comments received through the 
State Transportation Commission website 

MPO staff will develop a summary of comments to be 
included in the LRTP 2044. 

Eich 7 Important to note that proposed ozone standards 
may impact Centre County’s standing as a non-
attainment area 

CCMPO is aware of the new proposed standards and will 
reference this in the final LRTP. 

Eich 8 Please note on Page II-4 that No Available Vehicles 
refers to motor vehicles 

CCMPO will reference this in the final LRTP. 

Eich 9 Does University Drive qualify for a designation? University Drive is an HSIP corridor. 
Eich 10 Do the illustrations indicate that Level of Service is 

expected to get worse on most of the projects in the 
plan, even if the proposed improvements are 
completed? 

Level of Service (LOS) is a measure of delay within the 
system and is a result of a multiple contributing factors such 
as overall growth in traffic volumes. Your interpretation is 
correct, however it is important to note that project 
implementation is anticipated to limit the degradation of LOS 
over the no-build scenario. Further explanation of this will be 
added to the document. 

Continued… 
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 Summary of Comment Response 
Eich 11 Narrative should be expanded to include number of 

bridges scheduled to be replaced through the state 
P3 initiative and the current TIP. A total accounting 
of SD and FO bridges should also be included.  

CCMPO will reference this in the final LRTP. 

Eich 12 Should the number of CNG vehicles in the CCOT fleet 
be reported along with the agency’s plans to replace 
additional gasoline powered vehicles with CNG 
vehicles? 

CCMPO will reference this in the final LRTP. 

Eich 13 Narrative does not include Snow Shoe Rail Trail CCMPO will reference this in the final LRTP. 
Eich 14 There are two runways at University Park Airport. 

Airport facilities include a control tower staffed by air 
traffic controllers under contract to the FAA  

CCMPO will reference this in the final LRTP. 

Eich 15 Note the optional $5 registration fee available to 
county’s for use on locally designated transportation 
projects. 

CCMPO will reference this in the final LRTP. 

Eich 16 Would joint dispatch of shared ride vehicles enhance 
efficiency, reduce duplication and costs? 

CATA and the CCOT have been working together to find 
efficiencies in the delivery of shared ride services. Joint 
dispatch has been discussed and remains under evaluation. 

Eich 17 Would prefer to see the Complete Streets policy 
adopted on a countywide basis by the MPO, at least 
initially, with municipal adoptions to follow. 

The CCMPO is committed to development of Complete 
Streets plans/policies over the next 5 years. In what form 
and level of adoptions that those plans/policies occur will be 
determined on a municipal level. 

Eich 18 Should note that the MPO does not meet the 
population and density thresholds to support light 
rail/street car operations 

CCMPO will reference this in the final LRTP. 

Eich 19 Would it be appropriate to include the State 
Transportation Commission online comment process 
in the section on Project Need?  

CCMPO will reference this in the final LRTP, likely in several 
sections including Project Need. 

Eich 20 Would it be appropriate to include community 
historical groups in the review process when there 
are projects in their community?  

The CCMPO has included an Implementation Strategy that 
calls for the development of a local Environmental Resource 
Advisory Committee comprised of county specific agricultural, 
environmental, cultural & historic resource organizations to 
collaborate with the MPO on avoidance, minimizing impacts 
and mitigation measures.  

Eich 21 Environmental Justice maps are difficult to interpret, 
particularly where there is overlap of shading areas 

The CCMPO staff will work with GIS staff to try to improve 
the mapping appearance.  
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Long Range Transportation Plan Comments 
1) Thank you for continuing to include Projects for Future Consideration on page X-10. 
 
2) The study area for the US 322/PA 45/PA 144 is shown on the map on X-16.  Is there a project associated with 

the mapped area?  If so, which time period is it in (perhaps the current TIP?). 
 

3) Page X-17: If possible move the construction phase of the Lick Run Bridge into the first four years. 
 

4) Page X-8: If possible, move the installation of the traffic signal and related pedestrian improvements at the 
intersection of College Avenue and High Street to an earlier phase.  Would this project qualify for 
consideration as an Environmental Justice (Low Income) project?  Would it qualify as a project on the NHPP 
(page V-1)? 

 
5) Pages X-24 and 25: Delete the bridge to nowhere – Epply White Road in Spring Township which had an ADT 

of 0. 
 

6) Earlier this year, the State Transportation Commission solicited comments on line.  Centre County MPO 
received 970 comments, 6th highest in the state (far more than MPOs with similar population).  Those 
comments need to be captured, translated into an easily readable format, and included in the Long Range 
Plan.  The Plan’s narrative should indicate where the comments support/reinforce the projects/priorities 
proposed in the LRTP, and where they identify projects/priorities not considered by/different from the MPO. 

 
7) Page I-3, Paragraph 2 and VIII-7: Important to note that proposed changes to the ozone standard may result 

in Centre County once again being classified as a non-attainment area.  One source says that would occur if 
the standard was set at 60 or 65 ppm, another source said even 70 ppm would result in a reclassification. 

 
8) Page I-3, Bullet 6 – add in parentheses (4 years for nonattainment areas). 

 
9) Page I-6, Paragraph 3, line 2: Change “been several” to “been updated several”. 

 
10)  Page II-4: In the section under the heading Households with No Available Vehicles, please note that the 

statistics refer to motor vehicles, and that in the Penns Valley Region there is a significant Amish population 
that relies on horse drawn vehicles that do use the roads. 

 
11) Page II-10, Paragraph 1, Line 8: Consider changing “outlying” to “neighboring”. 

 
12) Page III-2: Does University Drive qualify for a designation? 

 
13)  Page III-5: Legend of illustration is difficult to read because it is too small. 

 
14) Page III-11, Paragraph 2, Line 1: change “forecats” to “forecast”. 
 
15)  Page III-12 and 13: Do the illustrations indicate that the Level of Service is expected to get worse on most of 

the projects in the plan, even if the proposed improvements are completed?  If so, this should be explained in 
the narrative. 
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16)  Pages III-14 and 15:  Narrative describes the number of bridges in the MPO, as well as the number of SD and 
FO bridges.  The narrative should be expanded to include the number of bridges that are scheduled to be 
replaced as part of the statewide bridge initiative as well as programmed into the current TIP.  The net number 
of SD and FO bridges should then be reported. 

 
17)  Page III-23: CCOT vehicles – Should number of CNG vehicles be reported, along with the agency’s plans to 

replace gasoline powered vehicles with CNG vehicles. 
 

18)  Page III-28: The narrative contains no description of the Snow Shoe Rail Trail Network. 
 

19)  Page III-31: There are two runways at University Park Airport.  Airport facilities include a control tower staffed 
by air traffic controllers under contract to the FAA. 

 
20)  Page V-1 and IX-2, Paragraph 2: LRTP should note that Act 89 authorizes counties to adopt an optional $5 

fee on vehicle registration for use on locally designated transportation projects.  For Centre County the fee 
would generate about $600,000 a year and could be applied to such projects as local bridges, pedestrian 
safety improvements, and bikeways. 

 
21)  Page V-2: Public transportation, bullet 3 – CATA/CCOT – would joint dispatch of shared ride vehicles 

enhance efficiency, reduce duplication, and reduce costs? 
 

22)  Page V-2, Bicycle/pedestrian, bullet 5: Would prefer to see the Complete Streets Policy adopted on a county-
wide basis by the MPO, at least initially, with municipal adoptions to follow. 

 
23)  Page V-3, Air and Rail: Plan should note that the MPO does not meet the population and density thresholds 

to support light rail rail/street car operations. 
 

24)  Page VIII-8: Would it be appropriate to include the State Transportation Commission on-line public comment 
process in the section on Project Need? 

 
25)  Page XI-7, #3: Would it be appropriate to include community historical groups in the review process (in 

addition to Centre County Historical Society) when there are projects in their communities? 
 

26)  Pages XII-9-16, 20-7: I find the Environmental Justice Maps difficult to interpret, particularly where shading for 
the subject of the map overlaps the shading for the CATA service area. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
Jon Eich, AICP 
9/4/2015 
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III. Public Meeting 
 
Format and Attendance 

 
A public meeting was held on September 2, 2015 from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.  The meeting included an open house display 
of graphics and written materials addressing the all aspects of the draft LRTP.  Staff members from the CRPA, the CCPCDO, 
CATA, PennDOT District 2-0 Office, PennDOT Central Office, and the Federal Highway Administration were present to discuss 
the draft LRTP and to respond to questions and receive comments.  Seven (7) citizens and officials attended the session. 
 
Comments Received via Survey Distributed at the Meeting (copies of w ritten correspondence are 
attached): 
 
A public meeting survey form was made available to provide written comments.  One (1) completed survey form was 
returned at the meeting, and two (2) survey forms were returned to staff after the meeting and prior to the close of the 
comment period. 
 
 Where do 

you live? 
Summary of 

Comment 
Additional Comment Response 

1 Gregg 
Township 

Stop light running is a 
major problem.  

Too many local bridges 
are currently deficient 
and more will join that 
list in the future. 

Acknowledge comments. 

The CCMPO is aware of the concerns regarding red 
light running and is working with its partners on 
strategies to deter that behavior.  

The CCMPO agrees that there are a number of 
structurally deficient local bridges that need 
attention. The CCMPO utilizes a local bridge 
prioritization process and works with its partners to 
address these structures through programming 
traditional rehabilitation and replacements. 
Additionally, the CCMPO uses alternate strategies, 
such as the allocation of County Act 13 Local At 
Risk Bridge funding, to aid municipally sponsored 
projects.  

2 State 
College 
Borough 
 

Replace the “no 
pedestrian crossing” 
signs at intersections 
with pedestrian 
facilities. Bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities 
need to be added to 
major arterials 

Complete the “four-
laning” of US 322 from 
Seven Mountains to 
Boalsburg 
 

Acknowledge comments. 

The CCMPO is agrees that a Complete Streets focus 
is important during project development and is 
proactively working with its partners to ensure that 
all modes are addressed where appropriate. 

In addition, the CCMPO supports other planning 
efforts to advance bicycle and pedestrian network 
enhancements such as the Centre Region Bike Plan 
and the Penns & Brush Valley Rail Trail Feasibility 
Study. 

By placing the SR 322/144/45 Corridors (Potters 
Mills to I-80/I-99 area) in the “Projects for Future 
Consideration”, the CCMPO acknowledges the 
importance of this project while recognizing that 
funding is not currently available to evaluate 
alignments, complete design/engineering and 
advance construction.  

 
 
Continued… 
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3 State College 
Borough 

There is a deadly mix of 
interstate truck traffic, 
regional commuters and 
local traffic on the three 
missing link projects, 
particularly US 322 
between Potters Mills and 
Boalsburg. These projects 
(I-99/I-80 Interchanges, 
US 322 between Potters 
Mills and Boalsburg and 
Corridor O need to be 
completed. Rural portions 
of SR 26 (Jacksonville 
Road) in Spring and 
Marion Townships, 
including the Lick Run 
Bridge, need upgraded in 
advance of the I-80/I-99 
Interchanges project.  

Signalization and 
bike/pedestrian crossing 
at College Ave and High 
Street in State College 
would be a significant 
safety improvement in a 
low income area on the 
NHPP system.  

Acknowledge comments.  

By placing the SR 26 Betterment (Jacksonville 
Road) and I-80/I-99 Interchanges, 
322/144/45 Corridors and Corridor O projects 
in the “Projects for Future Consideration”, the 
CCMPO acknowledges the importance of 
these projects while also recognizing that 
funding is not currently available to advance 
construction. 

The Lick Run Bridge and College Ave & High 
Street projects are both included in the LRTP 
and ranked based upon priorities set by the 
CCMPO.  
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Please note:  The attached comments are included 
on pages I-6 & I-7 
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IV. Public Comment Period & Meeting Advertising 
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