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1. Introduction

1. Introduction
Transportation Planning in Centre County
Federal law and regulations require that local and state officials work cooperatively to maintain a
continuous and comprehensive long-range transportation planning process. In urbanized areas
(defined as having at least 50,000 residents) such as Centre County, this federal mandate is carried
out by an entity known as a "metropolitan planning organization” (MPO). Long-range transportation
plans must be updated at least every five years.
In Centre County, transportation planning is coordinated by the Centre County MPO (CCMPO). The
CCMPO works closely with the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT), the Centre
Area Transportation Authority (CATA), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the
county’s 35 municipalities to identify and prioritize transportation improvement projects for inclusion
in the long-range transportation plan.
The CCMPO succeeded the Centre Region MPO in 2004, when the MPO’s transportation planning
responsibilities were expanded from a State-College-area focus to serve the whole county. Prior to
1982, State-College-area transportation planning was conducted by the Centre Region Area
Transportation Study (CRATS). More information on the CCMPO and its responsibilities is provided
below.

Who is the Centre County MPO?
The policy-making body of the CCMPO is the Coordinating Committee, which is ultimately
responsible for the transportation planning activities mandated by federal laws and regulations. The
Coordinating Committee includes 19 voting members from county and local government, public
agencies, and PennDOT. A Technical Committee comprising members from the same organizations
represented on the Coordinating Committee provides advisory comments and recommendations to
the Coordinating Committee. A list of current CCMPO Technical and Coordinating Committee
representatives is included as Appendix A.
Voting members include:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Centre County (2 members)
Benner Township
College Township
Ferguson Township
Halfmoon Township
Harris Township
Patton Township
State College Borough
Centre Regional Planning
Commission
PennDOT Central Office (Harrisburg)
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▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

PennDOT District 2-0 Office
(Clearfield)
Lower Bald Eagle Valley Planning
Region
Moshannon Valley Planning Region
Mountaintop Planning Region
Nittany Valley Planning Region
Penns Valley Planning Region
Upper Bald Eagle Valley Planning
Region
Centre Area Transportation Authority

1

1. Introduction
Non-voting members include:
▪
▪
▪

The Pennsylvania State University
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Transit Administration

As noted above, some voting members of the CCMPO represent multi-municipal Planning Regions.
The seven Centre County Planning Regions are illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: CCMPO Voting Member Representation
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CCMPO Responsibilities and the Planning Process
Federal transportation authorization legislation, such as the current Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation Act (FAST Act) enacted in 2015, and its predecessor legislations including the
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) and the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient Transportation Equity Act – A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), outline the primary roles
and responsibilities of MPOs. These include developing a Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP),
developing a short-range (four-year) Transportation Improvement Program, MPO planning activities,
and public participation.
One of the CCMPO’s primary responsibilities is to prioritize the use of federal funds for highway and
transit projects in Centre County. This begins with developing the long-range transportation plan,
which includes a list of projects to be undertaken within a 30-year planning horizon. Of those, the
projects that are expected to begin within the next 12 years are known as the Twelve-Year Program
(TYP). That list is further prioritized by identifying funded projects expected to begin within the next
four years, known as the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The TIPs and TYPs of all
Pennsylvania’s metropolitan planning organizations and rural planning organizations are rolled up
into statewide programs: the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and the
statewide Twelve-Year Transportation Program, which are formally adopted by the State
Transportation Commission.
LRTPs, TYPs, and TIPs are fiscally constrained, meaning the total estimated cost of all the projects
listed must not exceed projected funding (LRTPs also often include a list of illustrative projects that
are not yet funded). TYPs and TIPs are updated every two years, to adjust for changes in funding
and confirm project prioritization.
This process underscores the importance of the LRTP—in order to be considered for the short-range
TIP, projects must be included on the MPO's adopted LRTP. Development and adoption of the
Centre County LRTP is a primary responsibility of the CCMPO.

Public Involvement
To facilitate citizen involvement in the planning process used to develop its LRTPs and TIPs, the
CCMPO adopted a Public Participation Plan in November 2015. The CCMPO is committed to a
proactive public involvement process and supports early and continuing public involvement in the
development of transportation plans and programs. Planning and prioritization includes projects
listed in the previous LRTP as well as new projects.
The efforts outlined in the Public Participation Plan focus on identifying and engaging populations
that have traditionally been underserved by existing transportation systems, including minority
populations, low-income populations, non-English speakers and those with limited English
proficiency, older persons, and persons with disabilities.
To enhance opportunities for public involvement, the CCMPO coordinates its public involvement
activities with those of PennDOT, CATA, the Centre County municipalities, other public agencies,
and transportation stakeholders.

Federal Planning Factors
The Fast Act requires the metropolitan transportation planning process to be “continuous,
cooperative, and comprehensive,” and to provide for consideration and implementation of projects,
strategies, and services that will address the following factors:
Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency;
2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;
3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;
4. Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight;
5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of
life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local
planned growth and economic development patterns;
6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between
modes, for people and freight;
7. Promote efficient system management and operation;
8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system;
9. Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate
stormwater impacts of surface transportation; and
10. Enhance travel and tourism.
The legislation further directs that the degree of consideration and analysis of the factors should be
based on the scale and complexity of many issues, including transportation system development,
land use, employment, economic development, the human and natural environment, and housing
and community development.
The rest of this section highlights requirements that warrant additional emphasis in the LRTP.

Air Quality
The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 also specify planning activities for MPOs,
particularly for areas exhibiting air quality that is not in attainment with federal standards. Centre
County currently meets all applicable air quality standards. In the early 2000s, Centre County’s
monitors measured concentrations higher than the ozone emission standards set by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) at that time (i.e., the 1997 ozone National Ambient Air
Quality Standards, or NAAQS). In 2007, Centre County was re-designated as a “Maintenance”
area under that standard. Based on EPA’s November 2018 Transportation Conformity Guidance,
the CCMPO must continue to determine that its LRTP and TIP conform with the 1997 NAAQS, and
must monitor activities to ensure that ozone remains at acceptable levels. The county remains in
attainment of all other EPA ozone and fine particulate standards implemented over the last
decade.

Environmental Justice
Environmental Justice (EJ) means ensuring that low-income and minority neighborhoods (EJ
populations) do not bear a disproportionate amount of the burdens of transportation infrastructure,
and conversely, that they receive a fair share of the benefits of transportation investment. Best
practices for an EJ evaluation of LRTP projects are continuously evolving; there is no one-size-fitsall approach for MPOs to follow. Much of this has to do with the fact that the data that is available
for minority and low-income populations is limited. This plan uses the U.S. Census Bureau’s
American Community Survey data, as is typical for LRTPs, as well as guidance from the South
Central Pennsylvania Environmental Justice Unified Process and Methodology Guide (April 2019).
The guidance document was jointly developed by the FHWA PA Division, FTA Region III, PennDOT
Central Office, PennDOT Engineering District 8-0, and six MPOs within District 8-0. The guide
provides several strategies to accomplish the core elements of an EJ analysis acceptable to FHWA
and FTA.
Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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The guide identifies specific core activities that MPOs in Pennsylvania should complete as part of
an EJ analysis, while recognizing that individual EJ analyses are unique. The guide is a starting
point, and provides an incremental approach to follow, with consideration of an individual MPO’s
transportation system, demographics, and staff capacity. The CCMPO staff determined that the
Core Analysis level of evaluation was appropriate for the Centre County LRTP. This includes the
following elements:
▪
▪
▪
▪

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

The EJ Analysis is provided in Appendix B.

Resiliency
Being resilient means being able to respond effectively and recover rapidly from disruptions. The
CCMPO staff believes that the resiliency of the transportation system should be strengthened by
addressing potential hazards—anticipating, preparing for, and adapting to changing conditions.
MPOs are advised to consult with agencies and officials responsible for natural disaster risk
reduction when developing an LRTP and TIP. Flooding, extreme heat, and severe storm events
endanger the long-term investments that federal, state, and local governments have made in
transportation infrastructure. Another recommendation is to assess capital investment and other
strategies to reduce the vulnerability of the existing transportation infrastructure to natural disasters.
Transportation agencies across the U.S. are assessing ways to protect, preserve, and improve their
assets in the face of increasing climate change and extreme weather events.
Following passage of the FAST Act, FHWA and FTA updated the metropolitan and statewide
transportation planning regulations to reflect these new requirements. Federal transportation
planning guidance notes that:
The transportation planning process provides a key opportunity for transportation agencies
to proactively identify projects and strategies to address the vulnerabilities identified through
the assessments and to promote resilience at the systems level, thereby meeting the FAST
Act resiliency requirements...1
This is a “heavy lift” and the CCMPO will be asking its FHWA and PennDOT partners for guidance
in this effort, as well as consulting with agencies and officials responsible for natural disaster risk
reduction. The CCMPO will review the updated Centre County Hazard Mitigation Plan and the
Climate Action and Adaptation Plans being prepared for Bellefonte Borough and the Centre Region
area of Centre County for actions related to transportation infrastructure and operations. Once the
review is complete the MPO will be in a better position to address natural disaster risk.

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, “Resilience and Transportation
Planning Fact Sheet,” FHWA-HEP-17-028 (January 2017).
1
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Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050 Approach
In accordance with federal planning regulations, each MPO is responsible for developing a longrange transportation plan (LRTP) that complies with the following requirements:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Encompasses all modes of transportation;
Considers Federal Planning Factors;
Includes long-range and short-range
strategies/actions;
Incorporates the MPO’s goals and objectives into
the proposed transportation system;
Evaluates the system based on established
performance measures;
Considers a planning horizon of at least 20 years;
Is fiscally constrained; and
Includes public participation.

Centre County’s previous LRTP, the Long-Range
Transportation Plan 2044 (adopted in 2015 and updated
in 2018), was a project-focused plan, tied to projected
fiscal constraints. It began by identifying goals and
establishing project ranking criteria. The LRTP
documented current and projected future transportation
demand and identified long-term investments that would
address current and future needs.
Although the resulting plan was very successful in
achieving the goals set by the CCMPO, the process had
limitations. It was agreed that future plans should be
based on more robust outreach and data collection.

How is this plan different?

Stakeholder Groups Participating
in Planning Workshops
• Centre County Board of
Commissioners (CCBC)
• Centre County Planning
Commission (CCPC)
• Centre County Office of
Transportation (CCOT)
• Centre Area Transportation
Authority (CATA)
• Chamber of Business and Industry
of Centre County (CBICC)
• Happy Valley Adventure Bureau
• PSU Campus Planning
• Centre Regional Planning
Commission (CRPC)
• Centre Region COG
Transportation and Land Use
(TLU) Committee
• Centre Region Bicycle Advisory
Committee (CRBAC)
• Nittany Valley Joint Planning
Commission (NVJPC)
• Penns Valley Regional Planning
Commission (PVRPC)
• Upper Bald Eagle/Halfmoon COG

In an effort to address the identified limitations from the
previous LRTP, the CCMPO staff facilitated a data
collection and outreach effort at the inception of the LRTP 2050 development process. It involved
soliciting input at the local municipal and stakeholder levels. The CCMPO staff members and
committee members, as well as PennDOT officials, facilitated workshops engaging all 35
municipalities and seven regional planning commissions, as well as other stakeholder groups (see
sidebar) and the Centre County Commissioners. In total there were 48 participating stakeholder
groups. The CCMPO thanks all participants for their time and attention to these workshop
meetings.
The workshops identified numerous issues and needs pertaining to administration, operations,
maintenance practices, traffic enforcement, pavement conditions, stormwater and drainage,
congestion, capacity, gaps and capacity issues, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, buggy traffic,
transit, and land use. Other issues not directly tied to long-range transportation planning were also
raised, including code enforcement, blighted properties, utility upgrades, resource sharing, grant
options, recreational needs, and administrative assistance. These issues bridge multiple
professional disciplines and connect a variety of technical assistance and resources needs.

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

7

1. Introduction
The workshops also identified the need for additional data collection and analysis on specific issues. The MPO hired Gannett Fleming, Inc., and Whitman, Requardt & Associates, LLP, to assist
with the needed data collection and technical analysis. The resulting analysis provided quantitative
information for consideration by the CCMPO subcommittee in developing LRTP strategies, actions,
and projects to address identified issues.
The additional data collection and analysis is reflected throughout this LRTP, which identifies
implementation steps through 2050 as part of an ongoing planning process. While the focus of the
plan is transportation, topics beyond the scope of a typical LRTP are included to reflect workshop
input and to document the broad challenges to operating, maintaining, and supporting the county’s
transportation system. The resulting short-term action plan will require partnerships with each
municipality and stakeholders to achieve the outlined goals and objectives, with an entity
designated as project champion responsible for initiating, developing, funding (including grantwriting), monitoring, and managing each project through completion.
Also new for this plan is the emphasis on performance measures, as mandated by federal
legislation. The MPO has agreed to support the state targets established by PennDOT. Consultants
Gannett Fleming and Whitman Requardt provided guidance on how to best apply performance
measures when evaluating new candidate projects for the LRTP 2050.
Funding continues to be an issue demanding attention. Funding is actually declining at the same
time that MPOs are being held more and more accountable for the condition of transportation
infrastructure through performance measure requirements, and are obligated to undertake a datadriven review of potential projects.

Key Tenets of LRTP 2050
Although the federal regulations and rulemaking provide the framework for preparing LRTPs, states
and MPOs have flexibility in determining their approach to developing a plan, and its final form. The
LRTP 2050 represents the most recent refinement of the long-range transportation planning
approach that the CCMPO initiated with the preparation of LRTP 2040 in 2010 and continued in
subsequent LRTPs.
The CCMPO has emphasized the development of goals and objectives, and the use of an in-depth
project solicitation, evaluation, and prioritization process to prepare LRTPs that include detailed
project lists. The development of these core elements of the CCMPO’s LRTPs has included the
direct involvement of Technical and Coordinating Committee members in setting priorities for goals
and objectives, establishing relative weights for factors used to evaluate projects, and approving
policy changes to the technical ranking of projects in order to most effectively utilize scarce funding.
Additional support has been provided by the LRTP sub-committee to be a sounding board for ideas
and review prior to submitting to the Technical and Coordinating Committees.

Five Core Questions
LRTP 2050 represents the next step in the evolution of long-range transportation planning in Centre
County. It includes refinements to the areas emphasized in prior LRTPs, and also includes new
elements. One of the important additions introduced as part of LRTP 2044 was “five core questions”
that the CCMPO aims to answer when making program and policy decisions.
These five questions were used as the framework for developing the implementation strategies and
performance measures that were first included in LRTP 2044.
Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Is the Centre County transportation system getting safer?
Is the Centre County transportation system in a state of good repair?
Does the Centre County transportation system have adequate capacity?
Does the Centre County transportation system have an adequate mix of modes?
Does Centre County’s transportation system support existing and future community and
economic development needs?

Looking Ahead
The LRTP is one product of a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive planning process—the
same process that produces the TIP and the TYP.
The LRTP 2050 will be updated to a 2055 planning horizon in a few years. During that time, federal
requirements and state guidance are likely to continue to evolve.
Through all the potential changes, the CCMPO will continue to refine the core elements of the plan
in an effort to reflect current conditions and address future needs in order to help all stakeholders
provide a safe, multimodal transportation system that is maintained in a state of good repair.

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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2. Goals and Objectives
Several years ago, a survey of the CCMPO members was used to guide the preparation of goals,
objectives, and project ranking criteria for the LRTP 2040. Subsequent plan updates have used the
previous plan’s goals and objectives as a starting point. For the preparation of the new LRTP 2050,
the CCMPO considered the previous plan’s goals and objectives, and reviewed additional factors,
such as current transportation needs, preservation of the current transportation system, and
reducing service deficiencies in Centre County. The review acknowledged that the new LRTP would
be adopted prior to the final rulemaking for the FAST Act federal transportation authorization
legislation in 2020. Nevertheless, the CCMPO believes the basic goals and objectives from
previous plans still apply and should be updated in compliance with the current FAST Act.
After considering these factors, the CCMPO approved retaining the goals and objectives from the
2044 LRTP with modification.
Goal 1 – Improve Safety and Security
a) Reduce crashes
b) Reduce conflicts between motorized and non-motorized transportation modes
c) Improve safety of intersections and roadway alignments
Goal 2 – Preserve the Existing Transportation System
a) Conduct preventative maintenance that prolongs the useful life of transportation assets
b) Rehabilitate and modernize public transportation facilities and fleets
c) Improve transit ride quality
Goal 3 – Optimize System Management and Operation
a) Reduce congestion, improve Levels of Service, and reduce travel times
b) Increase public transportation service frequency and capacity
c) Improve system functionality (e.g., signal upgrades, ITS applications, access management)
through smart infrastructure and/or technology
Goal 4 – Improve Integration and Connectivity of the Transportation System
a) Eliminate/overcome barriers (e.g., closures, detours and delays, weight restrictions) in key
corridors to maintain system resiliency
b) Establish/maintain intermodal connections
c) Introduce new connections between existing network patterns (e.g., street connectivity,
linking bicycle/pedestrian routes, connections between transit routes and providers)
Goal 5 – Improve Accessibility and Mobility Options for People and Freight
a) Improve public transportation services (e.g., routes, ride-share opportunities, vanpools, parkand-ride lots, customer information and services)
b) Improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities
c) Improve access to airports, freight distribution facilities, and major industrial districts
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Goal 6 – Complement Planned Growth and Development Areas
a) Invest in transportation that is consistent with county, regional, and municipal Comprehensive
Plan documents
b) Serve existing and planned future growth areas
Goal 7 – Maintain the Environment and Air Quality Conformity
a) Maintain or improve air quality
b) Promote energy conservation and system resiliency through decreased exclusive reliance
on gasoline
c) Avoid negative impacts to endangered or threatened species, key natural habitats,
agricultural lands, and historic and cultural resources
Goal 8 – Enhance Economic Vitality
a) Improve access and/or enhance freight movement to regional and national economic centers
b) Encourage tourism
c) Encourage infill development, the redevelopment of brownfield sites within reach of existing
infrastructure, and the overall revitalization of core communities

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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The purpose of this chapter is to describe Centre County in terms of transportation system
conditions and demographics. This information, along with user perspectives provided through an
extensive stakeholder input gathering effort, helps to identify specific areas that present the
greatest need for transportation improvements.
The large land area of Centre County (roughly 1,100 square miles), and the county’s mountain
ridges and valleys impact the physical layout of transportation infrastructure. Demographic indicators
must also be considered within the context of these geographic attributes.
Within this chapter, socioeconomic data at the census tract level from the 2010 U.S. Census, 201418 American Community Survey (ACS) and information from the PA Department of Labor is
presented for the following categories:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Population and Density
Vehicle Availability
Income and Poverty
Labor Force and Unemployment
Commuting Mode and Travel Time
Distribution of Age 65 and Older Population and Social Security Income
Distribution of Disabled Population
Housing
Top 25 Employers

Transportation System and Operations Profile
Highways and Bridges
As Figure 2 shows, Centre County’s roadway network includes Interstate 80 and Interstate 99; US
Highways including US Route 220 and US Route 322; and State Routes such as PA 26, PA 350, PA
144, PA 45, and PA 64. This
network serves major regional
traffic movements and local
trips.

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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Figure 2: Major Traffic Routes
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Federal Functional Classification System
The federal functional classification system defines roadways according to the service they provide.
There are seven classifications of roadways. Each roadway type is intended to provide a different
ratio of mobility (efficient through travel) to access (connecting to driveways of residences and
businesses). For example, Interstates provide a high degree of mobility; local roads provide a high
degree of access. Figure 3 maps Centre County routes by federal functional classification.
According to PennDOT Publication 600, 2018 Pennsylvania Highway Statistics, Centre County’s
linear miles of roadway by functional classification are as follows:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Interstate – 62.6
Other Freeway/Expressway – 10.8
Other Principal Arterial – 88.3
Minor Arterial – 103.3
Major Collector – 204.9
Minor Collector l – 80.2
Local – 993.5

Centre County has a total of 1,543.6 miles of roadway.
National Highway System
The National Highway System (NHS) is comprised of principal arterial and Interstate routes, serving
major population centers and intermodal transportation facilities. In Centre County, these routes
include Interstate 80, Interstate 99, Route 322, Business Route 322, and sections of Routes 26, 144,
150, 504 and State Route (SR) 3040, totaling 161.6 miles. Of those, 161.3 miles are state-owned
and the rest are locally-owned. The NHS in Centre County is mapped in Figure 4.
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Figure 3: Roadways by Federal Functional Classification
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Figure 4: National Highway System Routes
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Traffic Volumes
Figure 4 depicts average daily two-way traffic volumes on the roadway network based on the most
recent PennDOT data. Darker lines represent higher daily traffic volumes. As shown, the heaviest
traffic volumes are seen on I-80, I-99, US 322, and North Atherton Street.
Level of Service
The consultant team used the Centre County travel demand model to assess degree of roadway
congestion (level of service) in 2020 and forecasted to 2050. As shown on Figure 6, the following
reductions in level of service can be expected:
▪

▪

Traffic congestion is projected to increase on US 322 between State College and
Philipsburg as well as east of State College (without completing planned expansion of US
322).
Traffic congestion is expected to become noticeable in the general corridor between State
College and Bellefonte, including portions of Route 150 and Route 26 and I-99.

The long-term effects of COVID-19 on travel patterns and traffic congestion are not yet known.
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Figure 5: Average Annual Daily Traffic
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Figure 6: Level of Service, 2020 and 2050 (forecasted)
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State and Local Bridges
The overall inventory of roadway bridges in Centre County includes 433 state-owned structures
over 8 feet in length, and 59 municipal-owned structures over 20 feet in length. Bridge inspections
assess the condition of three separate components of a bridge on a scale from 0 (closed) to 10
(new). If the rating of any one of the three components is determined to be a 4 or less, the bridge is
considered to be in “Poor” condition. If a poor bridge has deteriorated beyond a certain point, it may
be posted with specific weight limits, or closed. Currently, Centre County has a total of eight
bridges posted with weight restrictions on both the state and local systems, and two closed local
bridges.
Bridge conditions are ever-changing—PennDOT and local rehabilitation and replacement projects
improve bridge conditions, yet all structures deteriorate over time.
Based on condition data gathered during regular inspections and known rates of deterioration, state
and local bridges are scheduled for routine maintenance, rehabilitation, or replacement, as funding
allows. PennDOT continues to refine its bridge asset management tools to guide Pennsylvania’s
MPOs and RPOs, including the CCMPO, in prioritizing preventative maintenance projects that can
extend bridge life and reduce overall costs.
Municipal Bridges (not part of the Performance Measure Review)
The federal performance measures do not cover all aspects of performance for the transportation
system. Bridges under 20 feet is one subset of the transportation system that is not addressed.
Municipal-owned bridges between 8 and 20 feet long are not subject to periodic inspections.
Between 2013 and 2014, PennDOT provided funding to the CCMPO to conduct an inventory of the
county’s local bridges as part of a statewide local bridge inventory effort. In Centre County, there
are 100 structures that meet the length parameter. The majority of these structures (76) are culverts
constructed of corrugated metal or concrete. The remaining 24 structures are traditional bridges of
varying construction type.
Field observations from the inventory indicate that a number of the 24 bridges could be classified as
poor. In instances where obvious structural issues were observed, the CCMPO staff contacted the
municipality to inform them of the bridge condition. The inventory and field observations do not
replace engineering inspections but did provide the CCMPO and PennDOT with data to more
closely assess the condition of the local bridge network.

Transit
Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA)
The Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA) is a municipal authority first incorporated in May
1974. CATA was reorganized into its current format in February 1982. It provides service to five
member municipalities (the Borough of State College and the Townships of College, Ferguson,
Harris, and Patton) with Board representation. The agency also provides service to an additional
three municipalities (the Borough of Bellefonte and the Townships of Benner and Spring) on a
contract basis.
CATA operates service directly (CATABUS fixed route service and CATAGO! microtransit service),
purchases services from a subcontractor (CATARIDE paratransit/demand-responsive service), and
administers some services that use a decentralized, volunteer driver model (CATACOMMUTE
ridesharing services). These services are supported by passenger fares as well as federal, state,
and local funding sources.
The service area for CATABUS fixed-route service and CATARIDE paratransit/demand-responsive
service has a population of about 95,000 individuals and approximately 54,000 jobs. CATAGO!
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microtransit service operates within a subarea of the fixed-route and paratransit service area,
connecting areas in and around the Borough of Bellefonte with limited locations in the State College
area. CATACOMMUTE provides ridesharing services to residents of Centre County and multiple
surrounding counties.
CATABUS Fixed-Route Service
CATA currently provides service on 27 fixed routes, using a total of 64 vehicles in peak service. The
current CATABUS fixed-route service map is shown in Figure 7. Following is a list of fixed routes.
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

A – Park Forest Village
B – Boalsburg
C – Houserville
F – Pine Grove
G – Gray’s Woods
HM – Nittany Mall / Toftrees
HU – Toftrees / University Terrace
K – Cato Park
N – Martin Street / Aaron Drive
NE – Martin / Aaron Express
NV – Havershire / Martin / Vairo /
Toftrees
P – Tussey Mountain
R – Waupelani Drive
RC – Waupelani / Campus
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▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

RP – Waupelani / Downtown
S – Science Park
V – Vairo Boulevard
VE – Vairo Express
VN – Toftrees / Vairo / Martin /
Havershire
W – Valley Vista
WE – Havershire Express
XB – Bellefonte
XG – Pleasant Gap
Blue Loop
White Loop
Red Link
Green Link
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Figure 7: CATABus Fixed-Route System
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CATABUS fixed-route service is characterized by two distinct offerings:
•

•

Community Service consists of 23 different bus routes that provide service to downtown
State College, surrounding municipalities, the Penn State University Park Campus,
Bellefonte, and Pleasant Gap. This includes shopping areas, apartment complexes, other
residential concentrations, government offices, and many other special points of interest.
Service is primarily distinguished by a “hub-and-spoke” model that connects outlying points
of origin and destination with transfer opportunities in Downtown State College and on the
University Park Campus.
Campus Service (branded as “Loop” and “Link”) provides fare-free campus / downtown
circulator service, and cross-campus shuttle service, limited to the Penn State University
Park Campus and the downtown State College area. The service consists of four integrated
routes: the Blue Loop, White Loop, Red Link, and Green Link. This fare-free service is
made possible by an operational and financial partnership between Penn State University
and CATA, facilitated by the Penn State University Office of Transportation Services.

In Fiscal Year 2018-19, the CATABUS system transported approximately 6.4 million passengers.
Community Service and Campus Service each carried a total of about 3.2 million passengers.
Both Community Service and Campus Service operate according to four different levels of service:
full service, full service “lite,” reduced service, and no service. Fixed-route services operate on a
full-service schedule during Penn State University’s fall and spring semester class sessions, and in
reduced service for most of the remainder of the year. A full service “lite” schedule is in effect on
rare occasions when a holiday falls within Penn State University’s fall and spring semester class
sessions, or when Penn State University cancels classes due to inclement weather. No service is
provided on major holidays.
CATARIDE Paratransit / Demand-Responsive Service
CATA currently provides demand-responsive service within its service area, using a total of 12
vehicles. All CATARIDE demand-responsive service is operated by a subcontractor (MTM Transit
of St. Louis, MO). MTM supplements the base fleet of CATA-owned vehicles with its own vehicles
as needed to accommodate spikes in demand or other special needs.
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CATARIDE service is characterized by three distinct offerings:
Under the Shared-Ride Program, transportation is provided at a reduced fare to eligible
individuals age 65 and older, with financial support from the Pennsylvania Lottery via the
PennDOT Bureau of Public Transportation.
Complementary paratransit is provided at a reduced fare to eligible individuals with
disabilities, as required by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. By law and
regulation, the fare charged may be no more than twice the comparable fixed-route fare
(including fare-free service in the CATABUS Campus Service area). Eligible individuals are
either completely or conditionally unable to use CATABUS fixed-route services as a result
of their disability.
General public service is provided at full fare to individuals who wish to use CATARIDE, but
do not fall into either of the above two categories.

▪

▪

▪

In Fiscal Year 2018-19, CATARIDE carried a total of approximately 30,000 passengers.
Pursuant to the requirements of the ADA, CATARIDE services operate up to three-quarters of a
mile in any direction from any CATABUS fixed route. The service area is subject to change
whenever CATABUS fixed routes are changed. CATARIDE service generally operates within
CATA member municipalities from 4:45 am until 1:00 am Monday through Friday, and from 7:45 am
until 1:00 am Saturdays and Sundays. A significant amount of additional late-night service is
available—until 4:00 am—Thursday through Saturday within member municipalities during periods
of CATABUS full service. Within CATA contract municipalities, CATARIDE service is offered during
the days and hours that CATABUS service is in operation. No CATARIDE service is provided on
major holidays. All hours and days of CATARIDE service are subject to change whenever
corresponding CATABUS schedules are revised.
CATACOMMUTE Ridesharing Services
At the present time, individuals from a 12-county area within Central Pennsylvania participate in the
CATACOMMUTE vanpool program and carpooling activities. CATACOMMUTE vanpool services
use a worker-driver concept, with all CATA-owned and private vehicles operated by program
participants.
Ridesharing services currently operate within the following Central Pennsylvania counties:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Bedford
Blair
Cambria
Centre
Clearfield
Clinton

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Huntingdon
Indiana
Juniata
Lycoming
Mifflin
Somerset

Figure 8 maps the ridesharing service area.
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Figure 8: CATACOMMUTE Ridesharing Service Area
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CATACOMMUTE ridesharing services are characterized by four distinct offerings:
▪

The Vanpool Program was initiated in October 2007 with six vanpool groups, and grew
during Fiscal Year 2018-19 to 37 vanpool groups with approximately 481 participants.
A vanpool group generally consists of 7-15 people who share a similar commute. The
vanpool travels from home (or a pre-arranged meeting place) to work, school, or other
destinations. To be cost-effective, the vanpool group generally travels at least 40 miles
round trip each day.
CATA provides the van, insurance coverage, maintenance, and a fleet fueling card. The
fleet fueling card provides tax-free, volume-discounted fuel for the vanpool. The vanpool
group shares the total cost of the operation, which is determined by a base price plus a permile charge. Total fares vary according to distance and the number of participants, and are
billed to the driver/coordinator of the group monthly.

▪

The Carpool Program operates on a smaller and more decentralized scale, via a Webbased program that matches individuals from surrounding communities who share similar
commutes. When participants register online, they are asked to provide information to
create a match list personalized to their schedule. Participants receive this free, custom list
instantly. The participants can then create or join a carpool and/or contact other participants
with questions. The individuals in the group determine whether cash will be exchanged and
whether members will share the driving.
During Fiscal Year 2018-19, carpool participation included approximately 184 persons.

▪

The Emergency Ride Home Program helps carpool and vanpool participants avoid being
stranded in the event of certain emergencies and/or unanticipated occurrences. An annual
fee of $15 covers trips for eligible individuals up to four times per year (up to a 50-mile oneway trip in each event).
Use of the program is strictly limited to emergencies, and is monitored by CATA. Qualifying
emergencies include:
▪
▪
▪
▪

Illness or medical emergencies (participants and/or family members)
Catastrophic work or personal emergencies (flood, fire, company shut-down, etc.)
Work-related emergencies such as unscheduled, mandatory overtime
Participants whose carpool or vanpool driver cannot provide a ride home because of
a qualifying emergency

The participant is provided with taxi service or other transportation to a hospital, home, or
relative's home, as required. Arrangements to pick up a child from day care or school, and
then proceed to the appropriate destination, are also permitted.
During Fiscal Year 2018-19, Emergency Ride Home utilization remained relatively low at
about 37 trips provided.
•

The Park-and-Ride Program makes University Park Campus commuter parking lots at
Jordan East, Stadium West, and Medlar Field available to eligible individuals who work in
downtown State College. Park-and-Ride monthly tags may be purchased from CATA for
$15. Fare-free LOOP and LINK service is available for travel into downtown State College.

CATAGO! Microtransit Services
In January 2020, CATA initiated microtransit service under the CATAGO! brand. Microtransit is an
on-demand, curb-to-curb shared-ride shuttle service—essentially a blending of fixed-route and
demand-responsive service.
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CATAGO! serves trips within the Borough of Bellefonte and its vicinity in the townships of Benner
and Spring, and connects these locations with three key stops in the State College area—the
Benner Pike WalMart, Mount Nittany Medical Center, and the Jordan East parking lot on the Penn
State University campus. From the latter three key stops, connections can be made to other
CATABUS fixed-route services. The CATAGO! service area is indicated in Figure 9.

Figure 9: CATAGO! Microtransit Service Area

CATAGO! trips are initiated through a mobile app, but can also be scheduled through the CATA
website or over the phone. After the pick-up time and pick-up and drop-off locations have been
selected, a prospective rider can remain apprised of actual pick-up time using the mobile app.
Because trips are shared, and the routing of the vehicle is flexible within the service area, pick-up
and drop-off times may deviate slightly from the requested time.
Microtransit service operates between 6:00 am and 11:00 pm Monday through Friday, and 6:00 am
and 7:00 pm Saturday. No Sunday service is provided. A fare of $2 per trip is payable on-board the
CATAGO! vehicle, using any of the applicable fare media that are used for a CATABUS fixed-route
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bus trip. All of the relevant discounts to CATABUS fixed-route fares also apply to CATAGO!
microtransit services.
CATAGO! services are provided using a fleet of six vans, most of which are accessible for mobility
devices such as wheelchairs. Each vehicle also includes a bike rack. Because this service offering
is relatively new, detailed, reliable ridership data is not yet available.
Centre County Office of Transportation Services (CCOT)
The CCOT is a department of Centre County Government that operates a demand-responsive
transit system providing door-to-door services for senior citizens, persons with disabilities, and
persons without other transportation options. An advance reservation is required for each one-way
CCOT trip, including return trips and any stops along the way.
Service for CCOT riders generally operates Monday through Friday, from about 7:30 am until about
5:30 pm. CCOT services do not operate on weekends and selected holidays. Service is typically
cancelled on a few days during the winter months due to inclement weather.
All trips must have both an origin and destination within the CCOT service area. Generally, this
includes all of Centre County, as well as selected out-of-county destinations. Group trips consisting
of eight passengers or more can be scheduled to an out-of-county destination, and in these cases
service is provided directly by the CCOT. If less than eight passengers, the CCOT may coordinate
with transportation providers in a neighboring county to provide the service. Currently, about 6
percent of CCOT trips are estimated to cross county lines.
The predominant origin-destination pattern for CCOT services is within the Bellefonte area, and
between the Bellefonte area and the Centre Region. Secondary patterns exist within the Centre
Region, and between the Centre Region and the Bellefonte area. Smaller, tertiary patterns exist
within the western portion of Penns Valley, and between this area and the Centre Region; within the
Philipsburg area, and between this area and the Centre Region and Bellefonte areas; and within
the Mountaintop area in northern Centre County.
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CCOT service is available to anyone with travel needs within the service area, but reduced fares
are available only for those age 65 or older and those eligible under certain special programs. An
application must be completed and approved before a customer is eligible for the reduced fares.
Generally, the CCOT directly operates the services, accepts reservations, groups the reservations
into vehicle trips, recruits and retains drivers, and houses all revenue and staff vehicles. The CCOT
also provides Meals on Wheels delivery service using the staff and vehicles. Out-of-county trips for
individual Medical Assistance Transportation Program (MATP) clients are typically subcontracted to
one of several private entities. Vehicle maintenance services are also purchased from a
subcontractor.
During Fiscal Year 2018-19, the CCOT provided nearly 71,000 trips to approximately 1,450
different individuals, using a fleet of 31 vehicles. The vast majority of these trips were provided
under the auspices of the Pennsylvania Lottery (Age 65+), Area Agency on Aging, Mental Health –
Intellectual Disabilities (MHID), Rural Transportation for Persons with Disabilities (PwD), and MATP
programs. The CCOT also delivered more than 56,000 meals to approximately 420 different
individuals during this same time period.
Penn State University Transportation Services
Penn State University offers two transportation options for eligible students, faculty, staff, and
visitors:
Campus Shuttle
Penn State’s two-route Campus Shuttle service provides no-fare transportation across campus for
faculty, staff, students, and visitors. The Campus Shuttle via College Avenue serves 23 shuttle
stops with service every 15 minutes on weekdays between 7 am and 6 pm, while the Campus
Shuttle via Beaver Avenue runs in the opposite direction, with service to 16 shuttle stops every 20
minutes between 7:15 am and 6 pm.
There is no Campus Shuttle service on weekends or University holidays, and the Campus Shuttle
via Beaver Avenue only operates during the fall and spring semesters.
All Campus Shuttle vehicles are wheelchair-accessible and offer priority seating for those with
mobility impairments. Students, faculty, and staff with mobility impairments who require point-topoint transit service are encouraged to use the CATARIDE paratransit/demand-responsive
program.
Hershey Shuttle
Shuttle service is provided between the University Park Campus and the College of Medicine at
Hershey to enable students, faculty, and staff in residence at one campus to participate in official
University research, administrative, or teaching and learning activities at another campus. The
service is not available for personal transportation or medical appointments. The Hershey Shuttle
operates Monday through Friday on a year-round basis, excluding holidays and during campus
closures. Two daily trips are provided in each direction.
Intercity Bus Service
Intercity bus services are primarily utilized to link the State College area and Centre County with
longer-distance points beyond Centre County. The area is currently served by three major intercity
bus providers.
Greyhound Lines, Inc.
Greyhound provides varying daily levels of intercity bus service between State College and
Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, New York City, Baltimore, Boston, Cleveland, Indianapolis, and other
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points both in-between and beyond via a nationwide network. Services are provided locally via a
bus terminal on North Atherton Street in the Borough of State College.
Fullington Trailways
Fullington provides varying daily levels of intercity bus service between State College and
Pittsburgh, Harrisburg, Wilkes-Barre, the Seneca Allegany Casino, Philadelphia, Baltimore,
Washington, Reading, Newark, New York City, Long Island, and other points in-between via a
regional network primarily serving Pennsylvania and New York State. Transportation beyond this
regional network can be provided via other connecting carriers. Services are provided locally via a
bus terminal on North Atherton Street in the Borough of State College.
Megabus
Megabus provides varying daily levels of intercity bus service between State College and
Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, Harrisburg, New York City, and other points both in-between and beyond
via a nationwide network. Services are provided locally via a pick-up and drop-off area at North
Atherton Place in Patton Township.
Taxi Services
Centre County is served by two taxi companies, which provide service both within and beyond
areas where public transportation service is available. Where and when transit is not available,
these taxi companies provide a vital service to those needing transportation to work, school, or
medical appointments, but the cost to the user is often much higher than public transportation
services. Taxicabs operating within Pennsylvania must be licensed by the Public Utility Commission
(PUC), maintain adequate insurance coverage, charge fees approved by the PUC and adhere to
the commission’s driver and vehicle safety regulations.
Handy Delivery, Inc.
State College-based Handy Delivery, Inc., has been providing taxi services within Centre County
since 1982. These services operate 24 hours per day, 365 days per year. Handy Delivery, Inc.,
identifies its service area as State College and Bellefonte.
Nittany Express, Inc.
Headquartered at University Park Airport, Nittany Express, Inc., has been providing shuttle services
within Centre County since 2002. These services operate 24 hours per day, 365 days per year.
Nittany Express, Inc., identifies their service area as all of Centre County. However, services are
primarily geared toward trips to and from University Park Airport.
Transportation Network Companies
A transportation network company (TNC) matches potential passengers with potential drivers and
vehicles, primarily via mobile apps. They are, in part, noteworthy for charging a generally lower pertrip rate than taxi companies. These per-trip rates, however, often fluctuate according to supply and
demand—a concept referred to as dynamic or “surge” pricing. Within the United States, the two
predominant TNCs are Uber and Lyft, though several smaller and/or regional firms are also in
operation. On November 4, 2016, Pennsylvania Governor Tom Wolf signed Senate Bill 924 (Act
164), which provided statewide authorization for TNCs to operate in all areas of Pennsylvania.
Uber
Uber launched service within State College and the surrounding region in February 2015 (prior to
Act 164 authorization) after securing a two-year experimental agreement from the Pennsylvania
PUC. To begin to introduce potential customers to the service, and to build a base of consumers,
Uber employed extensive marketing and promotional activities, and provided up to two free trips to
any rider who tried the service within the first two weeks. Though ridership and utilization data is
difficult to obtain, anecdotal reports show the level of Uber service growing rapidly since initiation.
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Service is generally available 24 hours per day, 365 days per year. Drivers, however, are
considered independent contractors who are free to set their own days and hours of service.
Therefore, the actual level of service provided may vary widely at any given time.
Lyft
Lyft followed Uber by entering the State College market in September 2016, again to great
reception. To promote its services, Lyft enabled a code that allowed new riders to receive $5 off
their first trip. Though Lyft appears to lag behind Uber both in overall service provided, as well as
number of local trips taken, anecdotal reports also show its utilization growing rapidly. As with Uber,
Lyft drivers are also regarded as independent contractors, so specific levels of service may vary by
day and hour.
Car-Sharing Services
Car-sharing is a type of car rental allowing eligible people to rent cars for short periods of time—
even by the hour. This model of service is part of a larger trend of shared mobility. It enables an
occasional use of a vehicle, or access to different makes and models of vehicles. Currently, Centre
County is home to two car-sharing operations.
Zipcar
Zipcar is a U.S. car rental company, a subsidiary of Avis Budget Group. The company provides
automobile reservations to its members, billable by the hour or day. Zipcar members pay a monthly
or annual membership fee in addition to car rental charges. The company reports having more than
one million members and access to over 10,000 vehicles. Members are given an access card
containing a wireless chip that will open the vehicle they have reserved only at the time they have
reserved it. The reservation includes vehicle insurance, a gas card for the car, reimbursements for
fuel obtained at gas stations that do not accept the included gas card, and up to $15 in
reimbursements for typical car maintenance items like car washes and windshield wiper fluid refills.
A member can reserve and use a Zipcar in any participating city, including State College.
Enterprise CarShare
This car-sharing service from Enterprise Rent-A-Car is now available to Penn State students,
faculty, and staff at several locations on the University Park campus. A cost-effective alternative to
car ownership, the membership-based service offers the freedom and flexibility of using a vehicle
while only paying for the hours it is being used. Enterprise CarShare vehicles are available 24
hours a day, seven days a week, with low rates by the hour, the day, overnight, and weekends.
All Penn State students, faculty, and staff ages 18 and up with a valid driver’s license, including
International Driver’s Permits, are eligible to apply for membership, which includes fuel, dedicated
parking spaces, maintenance, and reservations via the Enterprise CarShare mobile app.
While state-minimum physical damage and liability insurance coverage is provided, users are
strongly encouraged to verify coverage through their own insurance provider before registering for
this service.

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Bicycling and walking offer alternatives to motor vehicle use and benefits such as reducing vehicle
emissions and providing recreational options. Bicycling and walking can be used as a primary travel
mode instead of driving and can be linked to transit, given the opportunity and proper resources.
The urbanized core area of Centre County in the vicinity of State College and Bellefonte exhibits a
high level of bicycling and pedestrian activity, particularly near Penn State’s University Park
Campus.
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Pedestrian Facilities
For almost all people, travel begins and ends as a
pedestrian. Much of the pedestrian activity is
accommodated by sidewalks, which are primarily the
responsibility of a municipality or property owners to
maintain.
In the urban areas of Centre County, sidewalks are
provided in many locations. However, in suburban and
rural areas, sidewalks are not always as prevalent. Some
municipalities require sidewalks to be constructed in
residential, commercial, and/or industrial areas when land
development activities occur.
In Centre County, municipal planning departments, the
Centre Regional Planning Agency (CRPA), and the
Centre County Planning and Community Development
Office (CCPCDO) routinely require or encourage
developers to include pedestrian amenities as part of
proposed land development site plans and subdivisions,
in locations where the facilities are appropriate. These entities view individual facilities as integral to
the development of an overall interconnected pedestrian system. The CCMPO staff is actively
involved in land development plan reviews at the county, regional, and municipal levels, and also
works with PennDOT to include pedestrian facilities in transportation improvement projects.
An example of this successful collaboration is the Warner Boulevard / Old Boalsburg Road
Reconstruction Project in Harris and College townships. The project included a parallel path, planter
strip, bike lanes, and reduced the cartway width to reduce travel speeds, representative of the
tenets of the “Complete Streets” approach, which seeks to accommodate all modes in travel
corridors. Such efforts are envisioned to continue as part of the LRTP 2050.
Bicycle Facilities
Centre County has a growing number of bicycle
facilities that link points of interest and key
destinations, and offer amenities for the bicyclist.
These facilities include the following:
▪
▪
▪
▪

Off-Road Bicycle Facilities
On-Road Bicycle Facilities
Bike Routes
Singletrack

Statewide Bicycle Touring Routes
Pennsylvania has nine statewide bicycle routes
which include both on-road facilities and trails that
serve as bicycle touring routes for travel, tourism and
recreation. As shown on Figure 10, the statewide
bicycle routes include Routes A, E, G, J, L, S, V, Y,
and Z. These nine routes encompass 2,181 miles of
bicycle facilities that provide recreational
opportunities and support statewide and local
ecotourism efforts. Two of the routes cross Centre
County.
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Route G is a north–south statewide bicycle touring route extending from New York to Maryland that
traverses Centre, Bedford, Huntingdon, Blair, Lycoming, Clinton, and Tioga counties. In Centre
County, Route G passes through Ferguson, Harris, College, Potter and Gregg townships and Centre
Hall Borough.
Route V is an east–west statewide bicycle touring route extending from Ohio to New Jersey that
traverses Lawrence, Butler, Clarion, Jefferson, Clearfield, Centre, Union, Northumberland, Montour,
Columbia, Luzerne, Carbon, Monroe, and Northampton counties. In Centre County, Route V passes
through Snow Shoe, Boggs, Spring, Walker and Miles townships and Snow Shoe, Milesburg, and
Bellefonte boroughs.
Local Bicycle Facilities
Officials in Centre County, particularly in the Centre Region and at Penn State University, are
working diligently to expand the bicycle network. These efforts were recognized by the League of
American Bicyclists (LAB), a national advocacy organization that represents bicyclists in the
movement to create safer roads, stronger communities, and a bicycle-friendly America. In 2012, the
LAB designated the six Centre Region municipalities as a Bronze-Level Bicycle Friendly
Community and in 2016 the Centre Region was redesignated a bronze-level community. The LAB
also designated Penn State University as a Silver-Level Bicycle-Friendly University and designated
a number of local businesses as Bicycle-Friendly Businesses.
Within the Centre Region, there has been significant progress toward developing a comprehensive
and interconnected bicycle network. In 2015, the Centre Region Council of Governments, on behalf
of the Centre Region municipalities, adopted the Centre Region Bike Plan. The Bike Plan identifies
future regional linkages and programs to further expand the network.
Table 1 shows bicycle facility mileage by type of facility. Figure 10, Figure 11, and Figure 12 map
designated bicycle facilities in Pennsylvania, Centre County, and the Centre Region, respectively.

Table 1: Bicycle Facilities
Type

Miles

Shared Use Path/Rail Trail

78

Bike Lane

14

Bike Route

10

Statewide BicyclePA Routes

99

In other regions of Centre County, bicycling activity is also steadily growing, and interest in bicycle
facility development is expanding. Both Howard Borough and Bellefonte Borough have implemented
shared-use paths to connect residents to important community activity centers, and other
municipalities have expressed interest in making similar connections in the future.
In June 2019, the Centre County Board of Commissioners accepted the Bellefonte to Milesburg
Trail Study. This study evaluated the feasibility of a 2.75-mile shared-use path connecting
Bellefonte and Milesburg boroughs through Spring and Benner townships.
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Figure 10: Bicycle PA Routes

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

34

3. Existing Conditions

Figure 11: Centre County Bicycle Facilities
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Figure 12: Centre Region Designated Bicycle Facilities
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Rail-Trails
Rail-trails are public trails constructed on former railroad lines and other connecting corridors. Railtrails provide recreation opportunities for bicyclists, hikers, walkers, runners, inline skaters, and
cross-country skiers, and are growing in popularity. The existing Bellefonte Central Rail Trail and a
portion of the existing Blue and White Trail in the Centre Region are both located on the former
Bellefonte Central Railroad right-of-way.
The growing interest in bicycle and pedestrian facility development is evidenced by the number of
feasibility studies for rail-trail development. Within the past decade, three rail-trail feasibility studies
were completed in Centre County:
▪

Bellefonte Central Rail Trail: This study evaluated the feasibility of constructing a shareduse path on the former Bellefonte Central Railroad corridor between State College and
Bellefonte. The corridor is approximately 14 miles long.

▪

Brick Town Trail: This study evaluated the feasibility of a 24-mile trail along two principal
corridors: 1) the Bald Eagle Creek Corridor, a 14-mile segment on the former Pennsylvania
Railroad between Curtin Village and Beech Creek; and 2) the Beech Creek Branch, following
the former New York City Railroad line between Beech Creek and Orviston. The Howard
Borough Community Trail constructed in 2013 is a spur to the proposed Bald Eagle Creek
Corridor.

▪

Penns and Brush Valley Rail Trail: This study evaluated the feasibility of a 27-mile trail on
the former Lewisburg to Tyrone rail line extending from the Union/Centre County border
through the Penns and Brush Valleys and terminating in the Village of Lemont in College
Township.

Centre County is also home to the Snow Shoe Rails to Trails, which was designated in 1999. The
trail is comprised of 19 miles of abandoned rail line and 20 miles of Snow Shoe Township roads. In
August 2011, the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR) connected
the trail with the Bloody Skillet Trail near Orviston, thus linking it to an approximately 80-mile trail
system. The Snow Shoe Rails to Trails System is open year-round. However, the Bloody Skillet Trail
is a state system, which is closed certain times of the year.
The trail is unique in that it is open for pedestrians and bicyclists as well as equestrians, all-terrain
vehicles, and snowmobiles. The trail is owned, operated, and maintained by volunteers through the
Snow Shoe Rails to Trails Association (SSRTA) utilizing membership dues. Motorized units must be
registered with the SSRTA to ride the trail. Users must provide state registration and insurance
information to register a motorized unit. Dirt bikes are not registered with PA or DCNR and they are
not required to carry insurance, as such, they are not allowed on the trail.
Greenways
A greenway is an open space corridor that may be in public or private ownership. Greenways can be
found along old railways, canals, stream corridors, wetlands, etc. Greenways have many benefits,
including preservation of natural resources; conservation of historic, cultural and scenic resources;
provision of recreation and educational opportunities; promotion of sustainable development; and
provision of alternative transportation choices.
Within Centre County, four studies that evaluated greenways have been completed:
▪

Nittany and Bald Eagle Greenway: This study evaluated the following watershed corridors:
Spring Creek, Buffalo Run, Logan Branch, and their tributaries from the headwaters to their
confluence with Bald Eagle Creek at Milesburg; and Bald Eagle Creek from Milesburg to
Bald Eagle State Park. The study also identified a potential network of trails that would
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preserve natural, historic, and cultural resources, and create bikeways, greenways, and
watercraft routes along the scenic creeks, also known as blueways.
▪

Beech Creek Greenway Plan: This plan is intended to integrate recreational, conservation,
and eco-educational opportunities in Centre and Clinton counties. The core element of the
plan is a biking and hiking trail system that links the proposed Centre County Greenway
along the Bald Eagle Ridge with Bald Eagle State Park, the historic Curtin Village Iron
Works, and the former “brick towns” of Howard, Monument, Orviston, and Beech Creek.

▪

Clinton County Open Space and Greenway Plan: While the majority of this plan is focused
on Clinton County, elements of the plan include linkages to greenways and trail systems
along Bald Eagle and Spring creeks that include Centre County municipalities as far west as
Bellefonte Borough. The plan included an evaluation of a 25-mile Bald Eagle and Spring
Creek canal trail to connect Bellefonte Borough with the City of Lock Haven in Clinton
County along creeks and an historic canal alignment through the Bald Eagle Valley.

▪

Centre County Recreation and Greenway Plan: Adopted in 2010, this plan was the first
comprehensive greenway plan that evaluated Centre County in its entirety. The plan
identified and organized greenway and corridor opportunities into three primary types:
conservation, recreation, and transportation. The plan serves as a guiding document for
future greenway and trail studies.

Aviation
Under the federal metropolitan transportation planning regulations, the CCMPO plays a role in
ground transportation serving airports in Centre County, but does not have formal responsibilities
related to the operations, maintenance, and capital investments for these aviation facilities.
There are six public-use aviation facilities in Centre County: University Park Airport, Mid-State
Airport, Bellefonte Airport, Centre Airpark, Penns Cave Airport, and Ridge Soaring Gliderport.
General aviation and commercial airline passenger service is available at the University Park Airport.
The remaining five airports are general aviation facilities. The public-use airports are mapped in
Figure 13.
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Figure 13: Airports
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University Park Airport
University Park Airport is located three miles north of State College in Benner Township, and is
accessed via Fox Hill Road. The primary highways that link the airport to communities in Central
Pennsylvania are Interstates 80 and 99 and Route 322. The airport, with the exception of the airline
passenger terminal building, is owned and operated by Penn State University. The airline terminal
building and related parking facilities are owned and operated by the Centre County Airport
Authority.
The airport serves students, faculty, staff, and visitors to Penn State University, as well as major
employers and residents within Centre County. The airport also attracts users from other counties in
Central Pennsylvania. University Park Airport is a non-hub primary commercial service airport,
served by three major passenger airlines: Delta, United, and US Airways. The airlines provide
frequent nonstop service as described in Table 2. According to the Airport Master Plan (July 2015),
the Airport Authority plans to rehabilitate one taxiway (proposed for 2021) and construct a new
Airport Rescue and Fire Fighting Station (proposed for 2020.)

Table 2: Air Service
Airline

Destinations

Delta

• 3 departures per day to Detroit Metropolitan

United

• 3 departures per day to Chicago O’Hare
• 3 departures per day to Dulles International

American

• 4 departures per day to Philadelphia International
• 1 departure per day to Chicago O’Hare

Allegiant

• 2 departures per week to Orlando-Sanford International
• 2 departures per week to St. Petersburg-Clearwater International

Currently, there are two runways at the airport. The main runway, Runway 6-24, is 6,701 feet long
and 150 feet wide. The taxiway system at University Park Airport consists of one full-length parallel
taxiway for Runway 6-24 and six exit and connector taxiways.
The airport has had a fairly steady level of enplanements and other operations at the airport, which
indicates that the facility is not anticipated to exhibit sharp increases or decreases in demand for
services. The airport has seen growth in passenger enplanements from 138,423 in 2017 to 193,377
in 2019.
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Other Public Airports
Centre County has other public airports that serve a variety of needs, as listed in Table 3.

Table 3: Other Public Airports
Airport Name

Municipal Location

Services
general aviation and aviation
forest fire attack base

Mid-State Airport

Rush Township

Bellefonte Airport

Benner Township

charter flights and flight
instruction

Centre Air Park

Potter Township

flight instruction, aircraft rental
and aerial surveying

Ridge Soaring Gliderport

Huston Township

glider operations, flight
instruction, and aircraft rental

Rail
Under the federal metropolitan transportation planning regulations, the CCMPO plays a role in
ground transportation that may access rail facilities. The CCMPO may also be involved with
financing of rail capital investments under certain federal funding projects. However, the CCMPO
does not have formal responsibilities for operations, maintenance, and most capital investments for
rail facilities.
Norfolk Southern and the Nittany and Bald Eagle Railroad operate in Centre County. The Nittany
Bald Eagle Railroad provides freight service; Norfolk Southern has trackage rights but does not
provide direct service in Centre County. Both railroads operate on the Susquehanna Economic
Development Association–Council of Governments (SEDA-COG) Joint Rail Authority (JRA) rail
lines. SEDA-COG JRA is a Pennsylvania Municipal Authority that owns a 200-mile regional rail
system in Central Pennsylvania serving Centre, Clinton, Columbia, Lycoming, Montour,
Northumberland, and Union counties. Four other railroads operate within the SEDA-COG JRA
outside of Centre County.
The purpose of the JRA
partnership is to maintain
service to industries that
depend on short-line rail
operations. The railways
are mapped in Figure 14.
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Figure 14: Railways

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

42

3. Existing Conditions
Passenger Rail
There is no passenger rail service
directly serving Centre County,
however, Amtrak service through
Central Pennsylvania is available in
Blair, Huntingdon, and Mifflin counties.
Amtrak’s Pennsylvanian service links
New York and Pittsburgh with station
stops in Lewistown, Huntington,
Altoona, and Tyrone.
According to PennDOT’s
PlantheKeystone.com website, at this
time PennDOT does not have plans to
increase service between Harrisburg
and Pittsburgh. This corridor, known as
“Keystone West,” was the subject of a
2011 study by PennDOT, in cooperation with the Federal Railroad Administration and Norfolk
Southern (owner of the Keystone West rail line). The conceptual study identified and evaluated the
feasibility of options to reduce passenger travel times and increase trip frequency between
Pittsburgh and Harrisburg.
This was followed in 2019 by the Altoona–Pittsburgh Passenger Rail Study to explore the feasibility
of commuter rail service between Altoona and Pittsburgh. There are no known plans to expand the
review to Harrisburg.
The Bellefonte Historical Railroad Society (BHRS) has operating rights on the Nittany and Bald
Eagle Railroad for the purposes of providing tourism-related special excursions. Currently the BHRS
works with a private contractor and the Nittany and Bald Eagle Railroad to provide train excursions.

Travel Demand Model Update to Current (2020) Conditions
The LRTP 2050 includes travel demand modeling analyses above and beyond the minimum MPO
planning requirements in order to better inform the assessment of transportation conditions and
needs, and evaluate potential projects, measures of system performance and plan prioritization.
This included an update to the CCMPO’s Cube travel demand model to represent current (2020)
conditions by verifying or adding recently completed highway and transit projects. The current
(2020) conditions provided the baseline or 2020 No Improvement (No Build) scenario of
transportation system performance for comparison with the 2050 Improvement scenarios. Detailed
documentation of the modeling and results, including comparative performance measures, is
provided in Appendix C.

Demographics and Travel Demand
Much of the demographic data in this plan is presented by census tract. Figure 15 maps the census
tracts within Centre County and Figure 16 maps the Centre County planning regions.
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Figure 15: U.S. Census Tracts
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Figure 16: Planning Regions
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Table 4 lists the municipalities associated with each planning region.

Table 4: Municipalities by Planning Region
Planning Regions

Municipalities

Mountaintop

Burnside and Snow Shoe Townships, Snow Shoe Borough

Lower Bald Eagle
Valley

Boggs, Curtin, Liberty, and Howard Townships
Milesburg and Howard Boroughs

Moshannon Valley

Rush Township and Philipsburg Borough

Upper Bald Eagle
Valley

Taylor, Worth, Huston, and Union Townships
Port Matilda and Unionville Boroughs

Nittany Valley

Benner, Spring, Marion, and Walker Townships
Bellefonte Borough

Centre

Halfmoon, Ferguson, Patton, College, and Harris Townships
State College Borough

Penns Valley

Potter, Gregg, Penn, Miles, and Haines Townships
Centre Hall and Millheim Boroughs

Population and Density
Centre County is diverse in terms of population and density. Although census tracts nationwide are
drawn to include a standard number of residents (with a few exceptions generally between 2,200
and 8,400) sharing similar socioeconomic characteristics, the attributes of each tract can vary
widely. Centre County, with its rural lands and significant urban center, includes areas of very high
and very low population density. The urban center of the county has the highest concentration of
housing. The census tracts with the smallest land area (less than 1 square mile) support the highest
population density. The overall population density of Centre County is estimated to be 145
residents per square mile—about half as dense as the Pennsylvania average of 285 residents per
square mile.
Table 5 presents Centre County population, land area, and population density by census tract.

Table 5: Population Density by Census Tract
= Tracts with population density greater than the county average

Census
Tract
Number

Census Tract Description

Population
Density
(Persons per
Square Mile)

Total
Population

Land Area
Square
Miles

125

State College Downtown

34,592.31

4,497

0.13

126

State College Highlands South

17,480.95

3,671

0.21

121

University Park East

17,000.00

6,120

0.36

120

State College Highlands North Vallamont

10,816.67

5,841

0.54
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Census
Tract
Number

Census Tract Description

Population
Density
(Persons per
Square Mile)

Total
Population

Land Area
Square
Miles

10,206.25

4,899

0.48

124

State College Urban Village - HolmesFoster

122

University Park West

9,362.50

5,243

0.56

128

State College Southwest - Greentree

9,211.94

6,172

0.67

123

State College - College Heights

4,235.19

2,287

0.54

111

Bellefonte

3,399.46

6,289

1.85

127

State College South - PenfieldTusseyview

3,295.33

3,526

1.07

103

Philipsburg - South Philipsburg

2,729.20

3,084

1.13

115.02

Ferguson Northwest

2,671.34

8,388

3.14

115.01

Ferguson Northeast

2,667.77

3,228

1.21

9812.02

Benner 2

871.63

3,687

4.23

114

Patton East

783.19

7,503

9.58

116

College North

647.99

4,685

7.23

113

Patton West

562.01

8,402

14.95

College South

496.55

5,462

11.00

110

Spring

285.33

7,741

27.13

112.01

Benner

201.78

5,555

27.53

118

Harris

179.81

5,612

31.21

119.02

Ferguson South

173.26

7,502

43.30

119.01

Halfmoon

116.74

2,755

23.60

107

Marion-Walker

101.67

6,142

60.41

106

Boggs-Milesburg

74.92

3,889

51.91

109

Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter

68.62

7,290

106.23

101

Curtain-Howard-Liberty

50.70

4,340

85.60

105

Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-UnionWorth

41.46

5,205

125.55

108

Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn

38.52

5,763

149.62

104

Rush

24.73

3,656

147.81

102

Burnside-Snow Shoe

17.27

3,009

174.22

Pennsylvania

285.88

12,791,181

44,742.70

Centre County

145.05

161,443

1,113

117.02

Sources: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates;
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

47

3. Existing Conditions

Housing Density
Centre County is also diverse in terms of housing density. Because the county is made up of rural
lands with an urban center, the county includes areas of very high and very low housing density.
Housing density is highest in the census tracts that include The Pennsylvania State University
(Penn State) and the prisons. Currently, Centre County has an average density of about 59.58
housing units per square mile (an increase of approximately 2.58 housing units per square mile
from the previous LRTP). This is almost 47 percent of the Pennsylvania average of 126.81 housing
units per square mile. Table 6 details housing density by census tract.

Table 6: Housing Density by Census Tract
= Tracts with housing density greater than the county average

Census
Tract
Number

Census Tract Description

Total
Housing
Units

Est. Land
Area
(sq. mi.)

Housing Unit
Density
(units/sq. mi.)

125

State College Downtown

1,916.00

0.13

14,738.46

126

State College Highlands South

1,559.00

0.21

7,423.81

124

State College Urban Village - HolmesFoster

2,445.00

0.48

5,093.75

120

State College Highlands North Vallamont

2,361.00

0.54

4,372.22

128

State College Southwest - Greentree

2,912.00

0.67

4,346.27

123

State College - College Heights

1,022.00

0.54

1,892.59

111

Bellefonte

3,003.00

1.85

1,623.24

127

State College South - PenfieldTusseyview

1,680.00

1.07

1,570.09

103

Philipsburg - South Philipsburg

1,677.00

1.13

1,484.07

115.01

Ferguson Northeast

1,504.00

1.21

1,242.98

115.02

Ferguson Northwest

3,612.00

3.14

1,150.32

122

University Park West

194.00

0.56

346.43

114

Patton East

3,040.00

9.58

317.33

113

Patton West

4,158.00

14.95

278.13

117.02

College South

2,468.00

11.00

224.36

116

College North

1,506.00

7.23

208.30

110

Spring

3,717.00

27.13

137.01

112.01

Benner

2,475.00

27.53

89.90

118

Harris

2,560.00

31.21

82.02

119.02

Ferguson South

2,967.00

43.30

68.52

119.01

Halfmoon

985.00

23.60

41.74

107

Marion-Walker

2,382.00

60.41

39.43

106

Boggs-Milesburg

1,759.00

51.91

33.89

109

Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter

3,447.00

106.23

32.45

121

University Park East

10.00

0.36

27.78

101

Curtain-Howard-Liberty

2,205.00

85.60

25.76
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Census
Tract
Number

Census Tract Description

Total
Housing
Units

Est. Land
Area
(sq. mi.)

Housing Unit
Density
(units/sq. mi.)

105

Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-UnionWorth

2,468.00

125.55

19.66

108

Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn

2,712.00

149.62

18.13

104

Rush

1,833.00

147.81

12.40

102

Burnside-Snow Shoe

1,730.00

174.22

9.93

5.00

4.23

1.18

5,673,599

44,742.70

126.81

66,312

1,113

59.58

9812.02

Benner 2
Pennsylvania
Centre County

Sources: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates;
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map

Households with No Vehicle Available
Centre County also features a wide disparity in terms of vehicle availability. Countywide, almost 10
percent of households do not have a vehicle available for use. This is similar to the Pennsylvania
percentage of 11 percent.
Figure 17 shows percentages of Centre County occupied housing units with no available vehicle by
census tract. Of the census tracts with a lower percentage of vehicle ownership, most are located
within State College Borough, in close proximity to Penn State University’s Main (University Park)
Campus. However, slightly higher numbers of occupied housing units without an available vehicle
also exist in Philipsburg Borough and the Penns Valley. Note that the Penns Valley Planning
Region features a large Amish population that does not use motorized vehicles. In the census tracts
that have a higher percentage of vehicle ownership than the county average, demand for vehicle
use may be higher due to the lack of or perceived inconvenience of other transportation options.
Additional survey work would be needed to confirm this theory.

Households with Two Available Vehicles
The percentage of Centre County housing units with access to two vehicles is about 37.3 percent,
which is very similar to the Pennsylvania figure of 36.3 percent. It is not known at this time why the
Benner 2 census tract, which features the State Correctional Institution, shows 100 percent, but the
data may be related to the prison’s work release vehicle fleet. Census tracts with the fewest number
of households with two vehicles are located throughout the county. While additional survey work
would be needed to determine the reasons for this level of vehicle ownership, some reasonable
assumptions can be made. These include limited household income, making a second vehicle
unaffordable, and no need for a second vehicle due to walkable commutes. Though ownership of
multiple vehicles implies a certain level of economic prosperity, this indicator can also help to
identify households with multiple wage earners who need these vehicles to access job
opportunities.
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Figure 17: Households by Vehicle Access
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Distribution of Age 65 and Older Population
Centre County is home to a diverse mix of young children and families, college students, young
professionals, and older, more established residents. Figure 18 shows the distribution of residents
age 65 and older, which comprise about 13.3 percent of the county’s population—lower than the
statewide figure of 17.4 percent.
Senior Centre County residents are widely distributed in terms of geography, though most tend to
live outside of the Borough of State College urban core. This increases the challenges to providing
transportation services for that age group. Persons age 65 and older are an important target
population of the federal Section 5310 transit program as well as services funded with assistance
from the Pennsylvania Lottery. It is important that residents age 65 and older be connected with
medical and other essential services.

Figure 18: Age 65 and Older Population Density by Census Tract

Distribution of Disabled Population
Figure 19 shows the distribution of disabled residents by census tract. Larger-than-average
proportions of disabled residents are present within some portions of the Centre Region, Penns
Valley, Moshannon Valley, the Mountaintop Region, Boggs Township and Milesburg Borough, the
Bald Eagle Valley, and Marion and Walker townships.
Currently, about 9.6 percent of Centre County residents report having a disability. This is about 30
percent lower than the Pennsylvania figure of 13.9 percent. Disabled Centre County residents are
widely distributed in terms of geography, though most tend to live outside of the State College
urban core.
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Disabled individuals are an important population in terms of public transit services, because many
may not be able to drive. It is important that disabled residents be connected with employment,
medical, and other essential services.

Figure 19: Persons with a Disability – Density by Census Tract

Median Household Income
Centre County median household income is approximately $58,055. This is almost 98 percent of
the Pennsylvania average of $59,445. It is important to note that this median is skewed downward
by the large, generally low-earning Penn State student population in and around the Centre Region.
This contributes to a significant disparity within the county in terms of income. Of the census tracts
with a lower median income than the county as a whole, most are located within areas of high Penn
State student populations. However, significant numbers of lower-income families also live in
Philipsburg Borough, Bellefonte Borough and the Moshannon Valley Planning Region, and the
Lower Bald Eagle Planning Region.

Percentage of Residents in the Labor Force
The 2014-18 American Community Survey data on the Centre County labor force is presented in
Table 7. Of the census tracts with lower-than-average participation in the labor force, all are located
within areas of high Penn State student population. However, significant concentrations of lower
participation in the labor force also exist throughout the county.
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Table 7: Centre County Number in the Labor Force by Census Tract
= Tracts with occupied housing with percentage in the labor
force greater than the county average

Census
Tract #

Census Tract Description

Number in Labor
Force Age 16+

Estimated Percentage
of Residents in Labor
Force

119.01

Halfmoon

1,590

74.8%

106

Boggs-Milesburg

2,338

73.3%

123

State College - College Heights

1,409

72.3%

110

Spring

4,395

69.9%

107

Marion-Walker

3,411

69.5%

114

Patton East

4,031

68.2%

128

State College Southwest - Greentree

3,623

68.2%

111

Bellefonte

3,536

67.40%

119.02

Ferguson South

3,948

65.5%

108

Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn

2,715

64.7%

105

Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-UnionWorth

2,861

64.4%

104

Rush

2,041

64.3%

115.01

Ferguson Northeast

1,702

63.3%

118

Harris

3,034

63.1%

124

State College Urban Village Holmes-Foster

2,965

63.0%

101

Curtain-Howard-Liberty

2,355

62.7%

109

Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter

3,704

62.1%

113

Patton West

4,848

61.6%

102

Burnside-Snow Shoe

1,537

61.5%

117.02

College South

2,814

61.4%

115.02

Ferguson Northwest

4,206

59.4%

103

Philipsburg - South Philipsburg

1,521

58.4%

127

State College South - PenfieldTusseyview

1,864

58.3%

112.01

Benner

2,706

57.5%

116

College North

2,340

56.8%

126

State College Highlands South

1,780

50.4%

125

State College Downtown

1,905

42.5%

120

State College Highlands North Vallamont

1,997

35.1%

122

University Park West

1,536

30.2%

121

University Park East

1,474

24.1%

9812.02

Benner 2

11

0.3%
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Census
Tract #

Census Tract Description

Number in Labor
Force Age 16+

Pennsylvania

Estimated Percentage
of Residents in Labor
Force

6,536,846

62.7%

80,197

57.3%

Centre County

Sources: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates;
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map

The civilian labor force is comprised of all Centre County residents age 16 and older who are
employed. Currently, almost 57.3 percent of Centre County residents age 16 and older are
considered part of the labor force, with this rate skewed downward by the Penn State student
population. This rate of participation in the labor force is only about 91 percent of the Pennsylvania
estimate of 62.7 percent.
Additional data review will be needed to determine the impact of COVID-19 on employment.

Major Employers and their Distribution
Table 8 lists Centre County’s 25 leading employers. Penn State is the county’s largest job center.
Most of the county’s other large employers, such as the Mount Nittany Health System and State
College Area School District, are located within the Centre Region. Major employers not located
within those regions include businesses such as Centre County Government in Bellefonte and
Bellefonte Area School District.
It should also be noted that smaller businesses (both in the immediate State College area and
throughout Centre County) are an important source of employment as well. This information
underscores the importance of a diverse, interconnected transportation network throughout the
county.
According to the Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry there were 68,868 employees
county-wide as of January 2020.

Table 8: Top Employers
Rank*

Employer

Location

1

Pennsylvania State University

University Park

2

Mount Nittany Medical Center

State College

3

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Various

4

State College Area School District

State College

5

Glenn O Hawbaker Inc.

State College / Pleasant Gap

6

Wal-Mart Associates Inc.

State College

7

Centre County Government

Bellefonte

8

Mount Nittany Medical Center Health
Services

Various

9

Geisinger Clinic

Various

10

Weis Markets Inc.

State College, Bellefonte, Philipsburg

11

Federal Government

Various
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Rank*

Employer

Location

12

Bellefonte Area School District

Bellefonte

13

Wegmans Food Markets Inc.

State College

14

AccuWeather Inc.

State College

15

Shaner Operating Corporation

State College

16

Restek Corporation

Bellefonte

17

Raytheon Company

State College

18

HRI Inc.

State College

19

Giant Food Stores LLC

State College

20

YMCA of Centre County

Various Locations

21

Bald Eagle Area School District

Wingate

22

UHS of Pennsylvania Inc.

Centre Hall

23

FourGSC LLC

Various

24

Sheetz Inc.

Various

25

Centre Crest

Bellefonte

*Listed in descending order by number of employees as of third quarter 2019.

Employment Density
Working from U.S. Census data and the Centre County travel demand model, the LRTP consultant
team developed a 2010 employment density and forecasted to 2050. The model shows anticipated
growth areas in the county. Visually the forecast suggests a corridor of employment growing
between and including the Boroughs of State College and Bellefonte, which would have
implications for the transportation system. While not as obvious, the Phillipsburg area also could be
an area of employment growth. Figure 20 illustrates the forecasted change in employment density.
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Figure 20: Employment Density, 2010 and 2050 (forecasted)
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Journey to Work
Table 9 shows commuting modes by percentage and census tract for all Centre County workers
age 16 and older.

Table 9: Commuting Mode Percentage by Census Tract

Census Tract Description

Drove
Alone

Carpooled

Took public
transportation
(excluding taxicab)

Walked

Other
Means

Boggs-Milesburg

86.3%

8.5%

0.0%

1.2%

2.6%

Benner

85.9%

7.1%

0.3%

0.8%

2.2%

Spring

85.8%

10.0%

0.4%

0.9%

1.9%

Marion-Walker

85.3%

11.1%

0.5%

0.9%

1.2%

Huston-Port Matilda-TaylorUnion-Worth

83.0%

8.9%

0.3%

1.9%

1.8%

Burnside-Snow Shoe

81.2%

13.4%

0.0%

1.2%

2.5%

Rush

81.0%

13.4%

0.0%

1.6%

1.5%

Curtain-Howard-Liberty

80.9%

11.0%

0.0%

1.8%

2.4%

Ferguson South

80.9%

10.5%

0.5%

1.8%

0.8%

Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter

80.6%

7.3%

0.0%

1.5%

1.5%

College South

79.7%

8.3%

5.4%

0.5%

1.0%

Bellefonte

78.6%

16.1%

1.9%

1.9%

0.0%

Halfmoon

78.5%

11.6%

0.7%

0.3%

1.3%

Harris

78.4%

6.5%

3.8%

1.3%

0.0%

Patton East

76.8%

8.7%

3.0%

0.8%

1.9%

Philipsburg - South
Philipsburg

75.2%

11.9%

0.0%

8.4%

3.1%

College North

71.2%

10.4%

4.9%

5.3%

1.4%

Patton West

70.6%

9.3%

10.4%

0.0%

2.2%

Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn

67.3%

14.6%

0.5%

3.0%

6.2%

Ferguson Northeast

61.6%

13.1%

10.1%

3.6%

2.6%

State College South Penfield-Tusseyview

59.7%

10.2%

8.3%

11.8%

7.0%

Ferguson Northwest

58.1%

11.1%

18.8%

6.8%

2.8%

State College Southwest Greentree

48.0%

9.9%

27.4%

3.0%

8.0%

State College - College
Heights

45.2%

1.6%

0.0%

35.0%

14.1%

State College Highlands
North - Vallamont

43.0%

10.5%

5.7%

33.6%

5.0%

State College Highlands
South

33.1%

4.4%

5.5%

44.0%

8.2%

State College Urban Village Holmes-Foster

28.7%

3.1%

14.2%

36.0%

15.4%
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Census Tract Description

Drove
Alone

Took public
transportation
(excluding taxicab)

Carpooled

Walked

Other
Means

University Park East

23.2%

2.9%

1.1%

64.6%

3.5%

State College Downtown

20.7%

2.8%

18.5%

53.5%

2.9%

University Park West

19.6%

1.6%

2.3%

66.1%

5.5%

0.0%

100.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Benner 2

Single-Occupant-Vehicle Commuters
Table 9 is sorted by single-occupant-vehicle commuters to show where the majority of this mode of
commuting is located. Statewide, 76.1 percent of commuters drive alone. The following census
tracts have a percentage of single-occupant-vehicle commuters that is higher than the county figure
of 68.6 percent:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Boggs-Milesburg
Benner
Spring
Marion-Walker
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-UnionWorth
Burnside-Snow Shoe
Rush
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
Ferguson South

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
College South
Bellefonte
Halfmoon
Harris
Patton East
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
College North
Patton West

While many of these census tracts are located outside of the Centre Region municipalities, there is
almost an equal number that are not. This suggests that driving alone is considered the best option
for these tracts due to transit being unavailable on the needed corridor, or that driving alone is
preferred and/or more feasible compared to other modes, including walking. A more detailed
commuting survey would need to be conducted in order to determine the specific reasons for
workers choosing single-occupancy-vehicle commuting over other modes.
Carpool Commuters
Carpooling, or ridesharing, is a fairly popular method of commuting for Centre County workers.
Currently, just under 9.4 percent of the Centre County workforce shares their trip to work with
another individual. This is about 0.9 percent higher than the Pennsylvania figure of about 8.5
percent.
Census tracts with a higher-than-the county
percentage of carpooling for commutes include
some portions of the Centre Region, as well
portions of all of the county planning regions
(Moshannon Valley Region, the Penns Valley, the
Mountaintop Region, the Lower Bald Eagle Valley
Region, Nittany Valley Region, and Upper Bald
Eagle Region). High carpooling rates suggest areas
where commuting costs and traffic congestion are
impacting travel mode decision-making.
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Public Transit Commuters
Transit usage, though a less popular method of commuting for Centre County workers than driving
alone or ridesharing, still carries a significant mode share. Currently, about 5.4 percent of the
Centre County labor force uses transit to get to their workplace. This is an increase from the 2013
American Community Survey five-year regional estimate of 3.8 percent. This is very close to the
estimated 5.6 percent rate for Pennsylvania. The census tracts with a higher percentage of public
transit commuters than the county average are all located in the Centre Region. The remaining
planning regions have significantly less use, suggesting that transit access and usage is not a
service that can be considered for commuting.
Walking Commuters
Walking is a very popular method of commuting for Centre County workers, particularly for
residents of the Centre Region who are employed at Penn State University. Currently, about 8.9
percent of the Centre County labor force walks to work (down slightly from 9.1 percent over the last
five years). This is almost 2.5 times higher than the Pennsylvania average of about 3.7 percent, and
is indicative of the significant urbanization of the area, especially within the Centre Region.
Rates of pedestrian commuters in Phillipsburg are very close to the overall county rate. The
remaining planning regions have significantly less walking recorded for commutes, suggesting that
it is not a feasible option. Higher rates of walking to work generally imply a favorable balance
between jobs and housing. Workers in areas with low walking rates would generally tend to work in
other areas and face longer commutes.
Other Commuters
Other commuting methods—including bicycling—are used by Centre County workers. At 3.1
percent, Phillipsburg’s rate of “other commuters” is very close to the overall county rate. Currently,
just over 3.3 percent of the Centre County labor force uses a commuting method other than a motor
vehicle, public transit, or walking. This is more than twice the Pennsylvania average of about 1.4
percent. There has been a drop in this figure since the last LRTP (down from 5.5 percent), but a
transportation survey would be need to be conducted to understand and possibly track this change.
The remaining planning regions have significantly lower rates of commuting to work by other
means.
Travel Time to Work
Figure 21 shows the average commute time for Centre County workers by census tract. Commute
times generally tend to increase with distance from the Centre Region and Bellefonte. Census
tracts with longer than 20-minute commute times include some portions of the Mountaintop
Planning Region, the Moshannon Planning Region, Penns Valley Region, Lower Bald Eagle Valley
Planning Region, Upper Bald Eagle Valley Region, and the Nittany Valley Region.
Because most of the Centre County job opportunities are located within the Centre Region and
Bellefonte, commute times can vary rather widely by census tract. Currently, the average commute
time for a Centre County worker is about 20 minutes. This is roughly unchanged from the previous
LRTP. The average commute time for Pennsylvania is almost 27 minutes on average.
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Figure 21: Mean Travel Time to Work by Census Tract

Regional Commuter Flows
Commuter travel data (home-to-work and work-to-home) were obtained from the U.S. Census
Bureau. This information relates home location to work location, which provides a picture of typical
commuter patterns between Centre and surrounding counties as illustrated Figure 22. Most jobs in
Centre County are filled by persons who also live in Centre County. Centre County is also a key job
destination for many surrounding counties. As noted previously, future job growth in Centre County
is forecast to grow faster than population growth, so Centre County is likely to continue to see an
increase in commuter trips from surrounding counties.
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Figure 22: Regional Commuter Flows

Freight Activity
Figure 23 depicts Centre County’s importance to Pennsylvania’s highway freight network. The
CCMPO has recommended certain corridors for inclusion on the Federal National Highway Freight
Network (NHFN), which would make the segments eligible for federal freight funding and grants.
There are other roadways that are not on the network but are important for moving freight in and
out of the county. The CCMPO will investigate emerging and available technologies to facilitate
improved freight movement to help address truck travel time reliability and mitigate environmental
and land use impacts on the National Highway System (NHS) and the County freight corridors.
Figure 24 shows both the segments on the Federal National Highway Freight Network and roads
that are not part of the network but are important to Centre County freight movement.
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Figure 23: National Freight Corridors in PA and Adjacent States
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Figure 24: Major Freight Corridors
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Pennsylvania Freight
As described in PennDOT’s 2016 Pennsylvania Comprehensive Freight Movement Plan (CFMP),
Pennsylvania is truly the Keystone State for freight. Linking the Commonwealth’s multimodal freight
transportation system to consumers across the state, across the nation, and throughout the world is
critical both for bringing raw materials and components to manufacturers and for transporting
finished goods.
The CFMP lists the following statistics for Pennsylvania’s transportation system:
▪
▪
▪

Fifth-largest state-owned roadway network with over 41,000 linear miles of roads
Fourth-highest number of Interstate highway miles
Third-largest number of bridges with approximately 25,000 state-owned bridges

In addition, the CFMP notes that relative to rail service, in 2011 Pennsylvania was ranked:
▪
▪
▪
▪

First among states in the number of railroads (60)
Fifth in railroad mileage (5,095 miles of track)
Seventh in tons that originate and terminate within the state
Tenth in carloads that originate and terminate within the state

Pennsylvania is also the only state that has all three types of waterway ports: deep water, inland
waterway, and Great Lakes. Inland waterways, including the Ohio River system, connect to ports on
the Gulf of Mexico, and provide an efficient, cost-effective means of transporting goods to domestic
and international markets.
Pennsylvania is home to two of the top 100 cargo airports in the US in terms of total tonnage in
2013: Philadelphia (#18) and Pittsburgh (#56).
Combined, these modal assets create a multimodal freight transportation system that carries 7.5
percent of the goods and materials produced, used, or exported in the nation.
The CFMP notes that the largest portion of the freight moved in Pennsylvania now and in the future
will be transported by truck or rail.
Centre County is part of Region 6 of Pennsylvania’s Partnerships for Regional Economic
Performance (PREP). The CFMP highlights the following trends for PREP Region 6 that could
impact Centre County:
▪
▪
▪

▪

▪

In 2011, 42 million tons, valued at $28 billion, traveled into, out of, or internally/within the
region.
The region also has a high value of commodities related to prepared food, including bread
or other bakery products and canned specialties, leaving the region.
Grain is a top commodity in the region by weight, both originating from and destined for the
region. In 2011 and projected for 2040, plastic products are among the top commodities by
value originating in the region.
The Central Pennsylvania Workforce Development Corporation’s Industry Cluster Analysis
identifies advanced materials and diversified manufacturing; lumber, wood, and paper
products; education; healthcare; and energy as prominent or emerging clusters in this
region.
Centre County, with 13.4 percent growth from 2000 to 2010, has one of the highest
population growth rates in the state.

Modal infrastructure trends and issues for Region 6 include:
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▪

▪
▪

Truck movements account for over 80 percent of trips by tonnage in 2011 and projected for
2040. Rail movements account for about 19 percent and 13 percent of trips by tonnage in
2011 and 2040, respectively.
SEDA-COG’s Joint Rail Authority owns five short-line railroads comprising nearly 200 miles
throughout the region, providing rail freight service to 70 customers.
I-80 and I-180 carry 25 percent truck traffic.

The CFMP notes that Marcellus shale activity is also a factor in Region 6:
▪

▪

Freight flow volumes are expected to continue to grow with the growing fracking industry as
more trucks are going to rural locations not accessible by other modes. Sand is shipped by
rail from other parts of the U.S. and then trucked to the wells throughout more rural
locations in Pennsylvania.
Impacts on Pennsylvania’s freight highway networks will result from numerous vehicles
carrying heavy cargoes of sand and materials used for hydraulic fracturing traveling on
lower functional class routes.

Centre County Freight
Centre County’s economy is primarily service-based, and therefore is not a major consumer of raw
materials or a major producer of manufactured goods. Two key industry segments, agriculture and
mineral/aggregates, account for the majority of the freight movements originating in the county. As
previously noted the Marcellus shale natural gas industry has the potential to increase freight flows,
primarily in the northern tier of the county, but the development of this industry is currently focused
elsewhere in the Commonwealth.
Being located in the geographic center of the state, without any major waterway ports, the majority
of freight movements within Centre County are completed by truck. A smaller percentage of freight is
moved via rail on the Nittany and Bald Eagle Railroad, a Class III short-line. There is also a portion
of tonnage of higher-value goods moved as air cargo through the Federal Express facility located at
the University Park Airport.
Truck Freight
Based on information from FHWA’s Freight Analysis Framework (FAF) website and other sources,
“through” truck volumes are anticipated to grow steadily over time within Pennsylvania. Truck
volumes within Centre County are also anticipated to grow at a steady and relatively low rate.
Located at the crossroads of two Interstates and Route 322, Centre County can expect some of the
impacts from this projected growth. Relative to the movement of freight by truck, Interstates 80 and
99, and Routes 322 and 350, have the highest overall percentage of truck traffic on the Centre
County roadway network.
Table 10 provides information about traffic and truck volume in key sections of these routes.

Table 10: Roadways with Highest Truck Traffic Volumes
Route

Location

Traffic
Volume

Truck
Volume

Truck
Percentage

80

Between Bellefonte & Lamar interchanges

31,000

11,500

37%

99

Between PA Route 550 & I-80 interchange

18,000

4,800

27%

322

Between Boalsburg & Potter Mills

11,000

2,300

21%

350

Between Bald Eagle & Sandy Ridge

6,300

1,100

17%
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Rail Freight
In recent years, rail activity within Centre County has been increasing on the SEDA-COG Joint Rail
Authority (JRA) system. Most of the rail freight movements are conducted by the Nittany & Bald
Eagle Railroad and have focused on the natural gas and mineral/aggregates industries.
The SEDA-COG rail lines within Centre County serve primarily local customers and provide
connectivity to the national system via the Norfolk Southern railroad in Tyrone and Lock Haven, and
via trackage to the Canadian Pacific in Sunbury. Norfolk Southern also has trackage rights to
operate on the SEDA-COG JRA rail lines within Centre County.
Along with the rail service provided directly to local customers, there are also two transload facilities
located within Centre County:
▪
▪

Blazer Enterprises in Union Township near the Village of Wingate
Glenn O. Hawbaker White Rock Quarry Rail Spur Yard and Bulk Transfer Facility in Spring
Township near the Village of Pleasant Gap

Information provided by the SEDA-COG JRA (Table 11) indicates that the number of carloads being
shipped via the Nittany and Bald Eagle Railroad has been fairly steady for the past three years
(2013-2015 estimated). However, new customer demand, such as Graymont, Inc. contracting to
provide lime for a scrubber system at the Homer City electric generating plan in Indiana County, PA,
and the anticipated increase in Marcellus shale natural gas-related freight traffic, result in the
projections of carloads increasing over the next three years (2016-2018).

Table 11: Rail Freight Demand
Year

Nittany and Bald Eagle Railroad
Carloads Shipped

2011

7,751

2012

5,432

2013

6,748

2014

6,684

2015

6,800 (est.)

2016

7,700

2017

9,000

2018

9,500

PennDOT’s CFMP maps illustrate the SEDA COG JRA rail lines carrying between 1 and 2 million
tons of freight per year. The CFMP also states that freight tonnage moving on the SEDA-COG JRA
rail lines is not anticipated to grow significantly.
Air Freight
There are 15 commercial service airports in Pennsylvania, and each provides passenger and air
cargo/freight service. The top five freight cargo airports are: Philadelphia International Airport,
Pittsburgh International Airport, Harrisburg International Airport, Lehigh Valley International Airport,
and University Park Airport.
Table 12, from the CMFP, indicates that the tonnage and value of air freight moving in Pennsylvania
is anticipated to more than double in the next 20 to 30 years.
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Table 12: Air Freight Tonnage and Value, 2011 and 2040 (Forecasted)
Direction

Tons

Value
(billions)

Percent

Percent

Average
Value/Ton

2011
Inbound

92,412

52%

$12.90

50%

$139,199

Internal

2,986

2%

$0.14

1%

$47,589

Outbound

77,595

43%

$11.50

45%

$148,830

Through*

6,038

3%

$0.93

4%

$154,457

179,031

100%

$25.50

100%

$142,360

Total

2040
Inbound

203,683

56%

$34.80

55%

$171,029

6,998

2%

$0.29

0%

$41,623

Outbound

142,173

39%

$25.20

40%

$177,125

Through*

12,840

4%

$2.50

4%

$193,882

365,694

100%

$62.80

100%

$171,741

Internal

Total

*”Through air cargo movements” represents the tonnage of goods moved via air that landed at an airport in
Pennsylvania, but were not unloaded in Pennsylvania
Source: CDM Smith analysis of Transearch Data

As noted, the University Park Airport is one of the top five freight airports within the state. Most of
the freight-handling operations at University Park are at the Federal Express terminal and involve
low-tonnage, high-value cargo. Currently, University Park Airport receives approximately 1.4 million
tons of inbound air cargo annually. Based on the University Park Airport Master Plan, inbound air
cargo is expected to grow slowly over the next 20 years to approximately 1.7 million tons.
Freight movements are subject to continuously evolving influences such as changes in fuel costs,
improvements in infrastructure (waterway port upgrades, removal of barriers, etc.), technology,
business models, and socioeconomic factors. The CCMPO will monitor these influences and freight
movement trends in order to plan for future infrastructure improvements. The CCMPO intends to
engage expertise within the transportation logistics community to help address freight planning
activities in the future, to better respond to changing freight movement needs.

Travel Demand Modeling for 2050
As stated earlier, the LRTP 2050 includes travel demand modeling analyses to better inform the
assessment of transportation conditions and needs, and evaluate potential projects, measures of
system performance and plan prioritization. The modeling was conducted by the CCMPO’s
consultant team using the CCMPO’s Cube travel demand model.
Previously, the travel demand model included detailed population and employment forecasts by
Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) to year 2040 to represent travel demand. The CCMPO staff
and the CCMPO LRTP Subcommittee agreed that growth conditions in recent years had not
changed sufficiently to warrant a new zone-by-zone forecast and directed the consultant team to
extrapolate the population and employment data to year 2050. Detailed documentation of the
modeling and results is provided in Appendix C.
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User Perspectives
The CCMPO held 48 outreach sessions with municipalities and other stakeholders to determine
areas of concern in the transportation network. This information was tabulated by the CCMPO staff
and provided to Gannett Fleming for further evaluation and mapping of the issues. The result was
860 location-specific municipal comments that generated 901 locations of concern to be mapped.
These items were then categorized according to eight issue types.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Asset Condition
Behavior/Law Compliance
Conflicts-Hazards
Congestion
Connectivity
Drainage
Freight Use/Challenge
Maintenance

Figure 25 graphs number of comments by issue type. Comments about conflicts and hazards were
the most common (26 percent) and reflected concern for a variety of physical and operational
conditions, such as frequent crash locations, turning movement conflicts, and poor visibility/sight
lines. This issue type had the most repeated locations of concern. Comments about the connectivity
of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and transit-serviced areas and about drainage issues were also
frequent; each of these issue types had 150-155 comments (17 percent). Together, these three
issue types represented 60 percent of the total input.

Figure 25: Stakeholder Comments by Issue Type
Asset Condition,
98

Congestion, 73

Drainage, 151
Behavior & Law
Compliance, 62

Operations, 42
Maintenance, 31
Connectivity, 155

Freight
Use/Challenge,
28
Other, 26
Conflicts-Hazards,
235

The comments were also evaluated for a potential next step—specifically to determine if they were
already addressed in a programmed project, represented a new (candidate) project, required
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analysis to validate the issue, appeared to be beyond the scope of physical transportation
improvements, or were within the authority of another agency or municipality. This evaluation
organized the issues into tables included in Gannett Fleming’s report:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Table A: Programmed
Table B: Candidate Projects
Table C: Analyze
Table D: Acknowledge (issues that appear to be beyond transportation physical
improvements)
Table E: Refer to Agency
Table F: Refer to Municipality

Figure 26 summarizes comments by next step.

Figure 26: Stakeholder Comments by Next Step
Programmed, 23
Candidate, 128

Refer, 417
Analyze, 177

Acknowledge, 156

As shown, a small portion of the issues noted may be programmed in some form. The highest
percentage of issues was determined to be outside the purview of the CCMPO. These issues can
be referred to municipalities and other agencies. Additional projects that might be considered by the
CCMPO are in the Candidate and Analyze categories. However, this is a total of 305 issues and
speaks to the inability of the MPO to address all transportation concerns. Appendix D provides
more detail on how this information was obtained and the analysis by Gannett Fleming.
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4. System Performance
Performance Measures have been mandated by federal transportation legislation known as MAP21 and the FAST Act (23 CFR § 490). Performance measures for the federal‐aid highway program
are intended to assess the following:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Highway Safety Improvement Program (§§ 490.201 - 490.213)
Pavement Condition (§§ 490.301 - 490.319)
Bridge Condition (§§ 490.401 - 490.413)
Performance of the National Highway System (§§ 490.501 - 490.513)
Freight Movement on the Interstate System (§§ 490.601 - 490.613)
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program - Traffic Congestion (§§
490.701 - 490.713)
the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program - On-Road Mobile Source
Emissions (§§ 490.801 - 490.)

The FHWA final rule for Performance Measures became effective June 27, 2016. This rule
established the statewide and metropolitan transportation process to support these performance
measures.
Performance measures for public transit are intended to assess the following:
▪

Transit Asset Management (49 CFR §§ 625.1 – 625.55)

The FTA final rule for transit asset management performance measures became effective October
1, 2016.
These measures are not a one-size-fits-all MPO criteria. Each MPO has its own needs and the use
of these performance measures can only be one part of the solution to improve the transportation
network. The MPO will continue to work with FHWA and FTA to meet the performance measures.
Additional information is needed for the CCMPO to be able to describe how the LRTP project list
will be fiscally constrained and meet the performance measure targets. Long-range transportation
plans adopted after May 20, 2019, must comply with the Final Planning Rule. In order to meet this
federal goal, the CCMPO is proposing a series of steps in the LRTP Action Plan to work toward
implementation of the national performance measures.
The performance-based elements of the LTRP must include a commitment that the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) demonstrates consistency with the Long-Range Transportation Plan,
as well as other performance management plans including state and transit asset management
plans and the Strategic Highway Safety Plan.
Projects included in the TIP must be consistent with and reflect the LRTP’s investment priorities.
The TIP should also provide a description of how programmed projects will work toward
achievement of the performance targets established in the LRTP and link the performance targets
with investment priorities.

PM-1: Safety Measures
The FAST Act continues MAP-21’s emphasis on the safety of the traveling public as one of the
highest priorities at the federal level. The federal safety focus is implemented through state and
local safety performance goals.
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The safety performance measures, also referred to as PM-1, support the Highway Safety
Improvement Program (HSIP) and apply to all public roads. There are five required safety
performance measures, listed in Table 13. PennDOT has established statewide safety targets in its
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (2017). The goal is to reduce fatalities and serious injuries annually
by 1 percent. Future LRTP updates will evaluate Centre County according to these safety
performance measures.

Table 13: Centre County Safety Performance Measures (PM-1)
Baseline
2014-2018

Performance Measure
Number of Fatalities

15.2

Fatality Rate*

1.096

Number of Serious Injuries

44.0

Serious Injury Rate

3.173

Number of Non-Motorized
Fatalities & Serious Injuries

9.4

Target
2016-2020

Target 2021-2045

14.9

1% reduction every
rolling 5-year period

1.049

1% reduction every
rolling 5-year period

54.8

1% reduction every
rolling 5-year period

3.857

1% reduction every
rolling 5-year period

13.7

1% reduction every
rolling 5-year period

*per 100 million vehicle-miles traveled (VMT)
Note: Five-year rolling averages are used to more accurately reflect overall trends

The CCMPO also gives high priority to safety and has emphasized the continued need for safety
improvements across all modes. The CCMPO frequently discusses and identifies safety as its
highest priority criterion when evaluating and selecting future transportation infrastructure projects
for inclusion on the LRTP.
Figure 27 and Figure 28 provide the most recent Centre County roadway injury and fatality data
available as well as target reductions for future years. Of course, even one injury or fatality is too
many.

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

71

4. System Performance

Figure 27: Serious Injuries

Figure 28: Roadway Fatalities

Safety needs are identified through PennDOT’s annual Highway Safety Improvement Program
(HSIP) review process, using the crash data and other resources such as the statewide Intersection
Safety Implementation and Roadway Departure Implementation Plans. In Centre County there are
17 intersections and 20 roadway segments that are areas of concern, with higher-than-average
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crash rates and crash severity. Figure 29 maps crash locations from 2015 to 2019 and indicates the
type of crash.
The CCMPO is cognizant of statewide safety improvement targets, and will continue to coordinate
with PennDOT annually to review areas of safety concern, identify priorities for safety funding, and
discuss the scope of potential improvements that could be addressed by PennDOT maintenance
efforts or included on the LRTP and Centre County TIP. In addition, the CCMPO and PennDOT
staffs work directly with municipal officials to address safety concerns identified within their
jurisdictions.
Fourteen (14) of the 21 projects included on the fiscally constrained highway project list for the
LRTP are specifically focused on improving safety at intersections or along corridors, with a total
estimated investment of almost $57 million. A Safety line item is included in all four time periods of
the LRTP beyond the initial period (2021-2024 TIP), with a total estimated investment of $37 million
for projects that will be identified through the annual review process. Two other major highway
projects that are either programmed or advancing into the planning phase are also expected to
significantly improve safety.
PennDOT and municipalities are also advancing safety improvements to roadway systems that are
not financed through the Centre County TIP, but are supported by the CCMPO. For example,
PennDOT has installed cable median barriers along many sections of limited-access highways, and
has also targeted funding to improving the visibility of existing traffic signals. Municipalities have
upgraded traffic signals to improve turn-lane phasing, and have addressed intersection sight
distance issues by removing vegetation and physical obstructions, and improving the roadway
alignment. These types of improvements are anticipated to continue outside of the CCMPO’s
funding role and will help meet the safety performance measure targets.
PennDOT, the CCMPO, municipalities and local stakeholders have also continued to advance
infrastructure and programmatic efforts to address safety for nonmotorized travel. Examples
include:
▪
▪
▪
▪

▪

Signal, crosswalk, and sidewalk improvements to improve safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists.
Education programs and bike light giveaways sponsored by Penn State University and the
CentreBike bicycle advocacy group.
Elements of driver training curriculum at the State College Area School District that focus on
Pennsylvania’s law requiring drivers to provide 4 feet of clearance when passing bicyclists.
Public relations activities focused on educating residents and vehicle operators about
Pennsylvania’s 4-foot bicycle passing law, including posting messages on dynamic
message signs in various roadway locations, and exterior advertising on CATA transit
buses.
Training sessions with CATA bus operators relative to interactions with pedestrians and
bicyclists.
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Figure 29: Crash Locations and Type, 2015–2019
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PM-2: System Condition Measures
Federal roadway pavement and bridge performance measures targets apply only to roadways and
bridges on the designated National Highway Performance Program (NHPP), also known as the
National Highway System (NHS). The federal roadway pavement and bridge performance
measures are known as PM2 performance measures.
Roadway pavement performance measures and targets are based on FHWA standards and
address cracking, rutting, and faulting of road surfaces. PennDOT's Transportation Asset
Management Plan (TAMP) was prepared in 2019 to guide investments needed to maintain
roadways and bridges in a desired state of good repair. Highway and bridge condition performance
targets are established in the TAMP; Centre County has supported the statewide targets for NHS
roadways and bridges, shown in Table 14.

Table 14: Statewide System Condition Measures (PM-2)
Performance Measure

2017 Baseline

2019 Target

2021 Target

NHS Interstate Pavements
Percentage in Good Condition

67.2%

N/A

60.0%

Percentage in Poor Condition

0.4%

N/A

2.0%

Percentage in Good Condition

36.8%

35.0%

33.0%

Percentage in Poor Condition

2.3%

4.0%

5.0%

Percentage in Good Condition

25.6%

25.8%

26.0%

Percentage in Poor Condition

5.5%

5.6%

6.0%

NHS Non-Interstate Pavements

NHS Bridges

Pavement Condition
PennDOT’s Pavement Asset Management System (PAMS) analyzes pavement condition data to
guide prioritization of roadway projects. Because PAMS is in the early stages of implementation at
the time of this plan's preparation, reporting on pavement condition is based on the International
Roughness Index (IRI) and Overall Pavement Index (OPI.)
The PennDOT 2018 Annual Performance Measures report indicates lower (better) IRI values for
NHS Interstate and NHS non-Interstate roadways in Centre County compared to the entire
PennDOT Engineering District 2-0 area. The remaining non-NHS roadways in Centre County
exhibit similar IRI values compared to the same types of roads in all of District 2-0. This may be an
area of improvement that is needed in Centre County, given that the majority of road segment miles
in the county are on non-NHS routes. PennDOT also monitors segment-miles where the pavement
has not been repaved or replaced according to optimum maintenance cycles. Of the road segment
miles with out-of-cycle pavement in Centre County, the majority of Interstate miles exhibit Excellent
or Good OPI ratings. However, on non-Interstate roads, the majority of miles with out-of-cycle
pavement exhibit Fair or Poor OPI ratings (indicated in red text) as shown on Table 15.
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Table 15: Poor IRI/OPI by Business Plan Network
Centre County Pavement Miles
NHS Non-Interstate
Segment-Miles (BPN2)

Non-NHS >= 2,000 ADT
Segment-Miles (BPN3)

149.32

142.03

Segment-Miles

Centre County Poor IRI/OPI, 2019
NHS NonInterstate % of
Segment-Miles
with Poor IRI

NHS NonInterstate % of
Segment-Miles
with Poor OPI

Non-NHS >=
2,000 ADT % of
Segment-Miles
with Poor IRI

Non-NHS >=
2,000 ADT % of
Segment-Miles
with Poor OPI

6.00

14.02

0.20

1.32

Percentage of
Segment-Miles
Currently Poor

4.02%

9.39%

0.14%

0.93%

Target
percentage

12.5%

7.8%

13.8%

7.1%

Poor Miles

Centre County Poor IRI/OPI - 2021 TIP Projects
NHS NonInterstate % of
Segment-Miles
with Poor IRI

NHS NonInterstate % of
Segment-Miles
with Poor OPI

Non-NHS >=
2,000 ADT % of
Segment-Miles
with Poor IRI

Non-NHS >=
2,000 ADT % of
Segment-Miles
with Poor OPI

Miles Scheduled
for Improvement

3.41

8.50

0.00

0.65

Miles Not
Scheduled

2.60

5.52

0.20

0.67

Percentage of
Poor SegmentMiles Not
Scheduled for
Improvement

1.7%

3.7%

0.1%

0.5%

Target
percentage

12.5%

7.8%

13.8%

7.1%

Centre County does very well when it comes to pavement condition as it relates to the federal
requirements. Based on the data available from PennDOT, an additional 2.5 miles of NHS NonInterstate roadway miles need to be improved to meet state and federal condition thresholds.
Because roadway condition continues to deteriorate over time, the CCMPO will continue working
with PennDOT to plan and program timely roadway paving projects in an effort to maintain its NHS
roadways in a state of good repair.
Two major pavement and drainage projects on State Route 3014 (Business Route 322), Atherton
Street, will result in significant improvement to the pavement condition on the NHS, with a total
estimated investment of more than $25 million. A Betterment/Pavement Restoration line item is
included in all four time periods of the LRTP beyond the initial period (2021-2024 TIP), with a total
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estimated investment of more than $51 million for projects that will be identified using PennDOT’s
PAMS and a periodic review process.
In addition to PennDOT roadways, a few Centre County roads functionally classified as Minor
Arterials and Urban Collectors are owned and maintained by municipal governments, and are part
of the Local Federal Aid (LFA) System. Similar to PennDOT, some municipalities employ pavement
condition rating systems and plan for periodic repaving and reconstruction based on conditions and
desired maintenance cycles. Planned projects are frequently identified in municipal Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) documents. However, the completion of repaving and reconstruction
projects for these roadways depends on the availability of funding through the municipality or the
Pennsylvania Liquid Fuels program, both of which are limited. State College Borough and Ferguson
and Patton townships have recently completed repaving projects on several important LFA System
Minor Arterial and Urban Collector roadways, including Valley Vista Drive and Science Park Road,
Blue Course Drive, and Easterly Parkway.
However, in many municipalities, pavement improvement projects may be deferred until sufficient
funding is available. It should be noted that municipalities that do not employ pavement condition
rating systems do plan for periodic repaving and reconstruction based on conditions in the field.
Work will need to be done in the future to encourage these municipalities to implement a process to
use scarce resources to maintain pavement.

Bridge Condition
Bridge performance measures apply to all mainline Interstate Highway System and Non‐Interstate
NHS bridges regardless of ownership or maintenance responsibility. Almost all of the roads
functionally classified as Interstate, Other Freeways and Expressways, Other Principal Arterials,
and Minor Arterials in Centre County (and their bridges) are owned and maintained by PennDOT.
These roads typically carry the highest vehicular traffic volumes.
In general, FHWA’s performance measures relate to the percentage of bridges rated “Poor” by
count and by deck area. If any of the components of a structure qualify as poor, the structure is
rated as poor.
Bridges deteriorate over time due to normal use, overloading, harsh climatic conditions, severe
flooding, and erosion. Bridges must be maintained to preserve the intended load-carrying capacity
and to ensure the safety of the traveling public.
The National Bridge Inspection Standards (NBIS) require all roadway bridges 20 feet in length and
longer to be inspected on a regular, periodic schedule. In addition, PennDOT also conducts a
regular inspection program for all state bridges between 8 feet and 20 feet in length.
The PennDOT 2018 Annual Performance Measures report indicates that approximately 55 percent
of NHS bridges in Centre County are in Good condition, and less that 3 percent of NHS bridges are
in Poor condition. Both values compare favorably with the 2019 and 2021 statewide targets
supported by the CCMPO.
PennDOT’s Bridge Asset Management System (BAMS) is now being implemented to analyze
bridge condition data to guide prioritization of bridge projects. Because BAMS is in the early stages
of implementation at the time of this plan's preparation, state bridge priorities in the LRTP are
based on a priority list of state bridges in Centre County that was developed by PennDOT
District 2-0.
Thirty state bridge projects are included on the fiscally constrained project list for the LRTP, with a
total estimated investment of almost $59 million. A State Bridge line item is included in the last two
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time periods of the LRTP, with a total estimated investment of more than $45 million for projects
that will be identified through PennDOT’s BAMS and a periodic review process.

Lowest Life-Cycle Cost
Lowest Life-Cycle Cost (LLCC) is an asset management approach mandated as part of MAP 21
and the FAST Act to manage the National Highway System. According to a PennDOT fact
sheet, lowest life-cycle cost “is a process designed to maximize the life of an asset at the lowest
cost through a risk-based prioritization of preservation, rehabilitation, and reconstruction. It
promotes the right treatment at the right time with an emphasis on preservation rather than
focusing too heavily on assets in poor condition (e.g., worst-first).” The intent is to save money
by investing in timely maintenance in order to delay or prevent the need for more costly
reconstruction projects.
PennDOT’s 2019 Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP) commits Pennsylvania to
transitioning to an LLCC asset management approach. PennDOT’s Pavement Asset
Management System (PAMS) and Bridge Asset Management System (BAMS) are tools
developed over recent years to support project prioritization. MPOs and RPOs in coordination
with their PennDOT District representative review candidate project lists generated by PAMS
and BAMS and use their local knowledge and professional judgment to refine those lists to
extend the life of bridges and pavement and optimize the use of increasingly limited funds.
PAMS and BAMS continue to be upgraded to better support LLCC project prioritization and to
be directly usable by MPOs and RPOs. PennDOT and the CCMPO are committed to
transitioning to LLCC-based project prioritization going forward.
PennDOT’s asset management focus is currently the NHS system, which is subject to federal
condition thresholds. However, PennDOT and the CCMPO acknowledge that prioritizing limited
funding to maintaining NHS facilities will come at the expense of the rest of the highway
network, which is also essential. The CCMPO understands that in the short term a balance will
need to be struck to maintain the entire network until more direction is provided either by
reauthorization of the federal transportation bill or additional direction provided by PennDOT or
FHWA.

PM-3: System Performance Measures
The PM-3 system performance measures that are applicable to Centre County are focused on
travel time reliability and apply only to roadways on the NHS. PennDOT identified and evaluated
data and tools used to produce the baseline PM-3 performance measures. Because there is limited
historical information and there is a need for additional research to understand the variances and
factors influencing the travel time performance measures, PennDOT’s travel time performance
targets are conservative and may be more appropriately referred to as benchmarks.
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Within Centre County, PM-3 performance measures include:
▪
▪

Percentage of person-miles traveled on the Interstate System that are reliable
Percentage of person-miles traveled on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable
Level of Travel Time Reliability (LOTTR) is defined as the ratio of the 80th percentile travel time of a
reporting segment to a "normal" travel time (50th percentile), using data from FHWA's free National
Performance Management Research Data Set (NPMRDS) or equivalent. Data are collected in 15-minute
segments during all time periods other than 8 p.m.-6 a.m. local time. The measures are the percentage of
person-miles traveled on the relevant NHS areas that are reliable.

▪

Truck Travel Time Reliability Index – Interstate System only
Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) Index. Reporting is divided into five periods: morning peak (6-10
a.m.), midday (10 a.m.-4 p.m.) and afternoon peak (4-8 p.m.) Mondays through Fridays; weekends (6 a.m.8 p.m.); and overnights for all days (8 p.m.-6 a.m.). The TTTR ratio will be generated by dividing the 95th
percentile time by the normal time (50th percentile) for each segment. Then, the TTTR Index will be
generated by multiplying each segment's largest ratio of the five periods by its length, then dividing the
sum of all length-weighted segments by the total length of Interstate.

PennDOT’s targets, which were formally supported by the CCMPO, are illustrated in the following
table.

Table 16: System Reliability Measures (PM-3)
Performance Measure

2017 Baseline*

2019 Target

2021 Target

Interstate Reliability

89.8%

89.8%

89.8%

NHS Non-Interstate Reliability

87.4%

n/a

87.4%

1.34

1.34

1.34

Truck Reliability Index

*Estimated using RITIS data extract from May 8, 2018

PennDOT has been tracking the measures since 2018. States are permitted to adjust their fouryear targets at the midterm of the performance period, representing data through 2019 in a report
due to FHWA by October 1, 2020. More information about the travel time reliability performance of
the NHS in Centre County is anticipated to become available at that time.
The LRTP project list includes one project on an Interstate NHS route that is expected to result in
significant improvements in travel time reliability. The I-80/I-99 High Speed Interchange (Exit 161)
project, which is being advanced through PennDOT’s statewide Interstate Management (IM) TIP, will
significantly reduce travel delay on I-99 northbound approaching I-80 Exit 161, and on I-80
eastbound and westbound approaching Exit 161. Approximately $127 million is allocated for this
project, which is scheduled to be completed in late 2025 or early 2026.
The project list in the plan also includes the preliminary engineering (PE) and final design phases of
the State College Area Connector (SCAC) project, which is in the general area of the Route
322/144/45 corridors in southcentral Centre County. There are existing and projected needs
associated with safety and travel time performance on corridors in this area. Both Route 322 and
Route 144 are NHS routes. No specific alternative improvements have been developed for the
SCAC project at this time. The commitment of funding for the PE phase will result in the
documentation of a specific “purpose and need” statement(s) for the project, and the development
and evaluation of an alternative improvement(s). The commitment of funds for the preliminary
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engineering work may lead to the future investment of federal and state funds that contribute to
meeting the PM-3 performance measure targets established by PennDOT and the CCMPO.
Other projects on NHS routes are included on the project list. Although these projects are primarily
focused on safety and asset management, there is traffic signal upgrade project on SR 3014
Business Route 322 (Atherton Street), a non-Interstate NHS route, that would be focused on
improving travel time reliability. In addition, the SR 3014 Section 153 and Section 154 drainage and
pavement restoration projects may include traffic signal upgrades that will help address congestion
resulting from special events and incidents, resulting in improved travel time reliability.

Transit Performance Measures
Both the Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA) and the Centre County Office of
Transportation Services (CCOT) are in full compliance with federal transit asset management (TAM)
performance measure requirements. CATA has elected to prepare and update its own individual
TAM plan on an annual basis, while the CCOT participates in a group plan under the auspices of the
PennDOT Bureau of Public Transportation.
Both TAM-related performance measures and other performance metrics help to answer LRTP key
questions – including those related to state of good repair, capacity, and mix of modes – support the
several goals of the LRTP, and provide a mechanism by which to gauge the effectiveness of transit
investment decisions and operational actions. An assessment of transit performance trends in
several critical areas is shown below in Table 17.

Table 17: Transit Performance Measures
LRTP Key Questions

2. Is the Centre County transportation
system in a state of good repair?

LRTP Goals
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Performance Measures

8

Performance Values
2015

2019

Average Fleet Age (CATA - Fixed Route)

7.0

10.0

Average Fleet Age (CATA - Demand Responsive)

3.0

5.0

Average Fleet Age (CATA - Vanpool)

5.1

5.2

Average Fleet Age (CCOT)

3.5

4.0

X

Asset Condition (CATA - Scale of 1 to 5)

3.9

Asset Condition (CCOT - Scale of 1 to 5)

3. Does the Centre County
transportation system have adequate
capacity?

4. Does the Centre County
transportation system have an
adequate mix of modes?

X

X

X

3.5

Average Load Factor (CATA - Fixed Route)

10.2

9.5

Average Load Factor (CATA - Demand Responsive)

1.0

0.9

Average Load Factor (CATA - Vanpool)

8.2

8.1

Average Load Factor (CCOT)

3.7

4.5

Fleet Size (CATA - Fixed Route)

59

71

Fleet Size (CATA - Demand Responsive)

9

11

Fleet Size (CATA - Vanpool)

45

46

Fleet Size (CCOT)

28

32

Spare Ratio (CATA - Fixed Route)

0.0%

12.7%

Spare Ratio (CATA - Demand Responsive)

0.0%

9.1%

Spare Ratio (CATA - Vanpool)

0.0%

17.4%

Spare Ratio (CCOT)

21.7%

21.9%

Average Daily Trips (CATA - Fixed Route)

25,434

22,502

Average Daily Trips (CATA - Demand Responsive)

126

113

Average Daily Trips (CATA - Vanpool)

728

569

Average Daily Trips (CCOT)

295

215

Number of Dedicated Park-and-Ride Spaces (Countywide)

0

0

X
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The transit performance values for both 2015 and 2019 yield the following key findings:

▪

Average fleet age has risen slightly for all modes across both agencies, but – with the
exception of the CATA vanpool fleet – is still well below the expected useful life in years for
each vehicle type. Investments in replacement vehicles over the life of the LRTP are
expected to bring or to keep these fleet ages down within an acceptable range.

▪

Data with respect to other capital assets for both agencies is only available for 2019, but
indicates that – on balance – these assets are currently in better-than-average
condition. Federal TAM requirements will help to ensure that asset condition continues to
be periodically tracked over time.

▪

CATA’s load factors have decreased a bit over time – owing at least in part to a decrease in
ridership – while the CCOT’s have risen slightly.

▪

By making prudent vehicle investments, both agencies have been successful in increasing
both fleet size and spare ratio. FTA suggests a spare ratio of about 20% to protect service
integrity against breakdowns and other incidents, and to allow vehicles to be pulled out of
service for preventive maintenance. The CCOT meets spare ratio guidelines, while CATA
has made especially notable progress towards meeting them.

▪

Centre County currently has no dedicated park-and-ride spaces, but two LRTP projects are
intended to help address that need.

Additional information about transit safety performance measures is anticipated to become available
in fall 2020. The next LRTP update will incorporate the latest information about transit safety
performance measures.
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5. Emerging Service & Technology Enhancements
As transportation modes and future means of travel change, six topic areas associated with travel
and emerging technology have been identified by the CCMPO as having particular importance in
Centre County:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Transportation Network Companies
Park-and-Ride
Electric Vehicles and Bicycles
Connected and Automated Vehicles
Bus Rapid Transit
First-Mile/Last-Mile Mobility

In order to establish a foundation for expanding the discussion of these six topics and inform the
LRTP Action Plan, narrative has been prepared for each topic area, comprised of the following
subsections:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Introduction
State of the Practice
First Applications in Centre County
Actions and Planning Implications for Centre County
Potential Future Developments

Transportation Network Companies
A transportation network company (TNC) matches potential passengers with potential drivers and
vehicles, primarily via applications on smart phones and other mobile devices. They are, in part,
noteworthy for charging a generally lower per-trip rate than taxi companies. These per-trip rates,
however, often fluctuate according to supply and demand—a concept referred to as dynamic or
“surge” pricing. Within the United States, the two predominant TNCs are Uber and Lyft, though
several smaller and/or regional firms are also in operation, including Fasten, InDriver, Juno,
Summon, Via, and Wingz. The TNC concept has also given rise to food and other delivery services
to link consumers with business not typically offering direct delivery.

State of the Practice
Proliferation of TNCs is largely a phenomenon of the last decade. Uber—the largest TNC in the
U.S. with 69 percent of the market share—was founded in 2009, test-launched in 2010, and
officially launched in 2011 in San Francisco. Lyft—the second-largest TNC in the nation with 28
percent of the market share— was officially launched in 2012, superseding a college campus
ridesharing service (Zimride) founded at Cornell University in 2009.
In July 2014, after imposing fines on Uber and Lyft, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
(PUC) imposed a cease-and-desist order on the companies. Later that year, both Uber and Lyft
were granted a two-year experimental license to operate in Pittsburgh, which is home to Uber’s
Advanced Technology Group (ATG). In November 2016, Pennsylvania Governor Tom Wolf signed
Senate Bill 924 (Act 164), which provided statewide authorization for TNCs to operate in all areas,
including Philadelphia.
TNC utilization has grown rapidly. As of 2018, Uber completed its 10-billionth trip (including
UberEATS deliveries), while that same year, Lyft provided its one-billionth trip. Currently, Uber
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provides about 14 million trips per day in 700+ cities, with international markets showing some of
the highest growth. Obtaining area-specific data on TNC utilization can present a challenge, as this
level of detail does not seem to be made widely available—TNCs seem to know the inherent value
of the data they are collecting and hold it tightly, making it available only in larger markets to
selected partners.
According to Uber, riders tend to be:
▪
▪
▪
▪

Split fairly evenly between male (52 percent) and female (48 percent);
Mostly middle-income (44 percent of riders are within the middle 50 percent of income);
Younger (65 percent of riders are between the ages of 16 and 34); and
Overwhelmingly (94 percent) urban and suburban dwellers.

Some noted advantages of TNC service include: potential wider availability than traditional taxi
services, greater flexibility than traditional transit services, competitive pricing, and ability to rate
both drivers and passengers. Noted disadvantages include: “surge pricing,” which can greatly
increase rates during busy periods, potential trip cancellations by drivers, safety concerns, vehicle
accessibility, uncertain long-term financial sustainability, and impacts of price competition on other
modes and providers.

First Applications in Centre County
Preceding the implementation of Act 164, Uber launched service in State College and the
surrounding region in February 2015, after securing a two-year experimental agreement from the
Pennsylvania PUC. To introduce potential customers to the service and build a base of consumers,
Uber employed extensive marketing and promotional activities, and provided up to two free trips to
any rider who tried the service within the first two weeks. Lyft followed suit by entering the State
College market in September 2016, again to great reception. To promote its services, Lyft enabled
a code that allowed new riders to receive $5 off their first trip.
Both Uber and Lyft appear to cover most of Centre County (and some additional territory outside
the county), as part of what it deems the State College market. For example, Lyft serves a local
area roughly bounded by Clearfield, Orviston, Mifflintown, and Mount Union. Eastern portions of
the Penns Valley, however, appear to lie outside of the market area.
None of the other smaller TNCs appear to be operating within Centre County at the present time,
although Uber introduced its food delivery service, UberEATS, in October 2017 to compete with
other similar entities such as DoorDash and GrubHub.
A significant proportion of local TNC trips seem to be taken to and from venues such as Beaver
Stadium, the Bryce Jordan Center, and the Pegula Ice Arena for special events (particularly Penn
State home football games). For these events, surge pricing goes into effect, and TNC drivers
report a higher level of activity and earnings. Accordingly, Uber entered into a special four-year
agreement with the Penn State University Athletics Department in April 2018. This agreement
designates Uber as the official rideshare partner of Penn State Athletics, establishes special
designated pick-up and drop-off areas near Beaver Stadium, and integrates these special areas
into the Uber app to facilitate a more convenient rider experience. Penn State Athletics and Uber,
as part of this agreement, have also agreed to engage in cross-promotion. It is not known what
specific impacts this agreement has had on Lyft ridership during sporting and other special events.
Local data regarding TNC operations within Centre County is currently impossible to obtain beyond
anecdotal reports. The Uber Movement Program promises anonymized speed and travel time data
to facilitate transportation planning activities but makes no mention of providing access to volume of
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trips, trip times of day, and other elements. Moreover, this program is currently only available in 11
larger U.S. cities: Boston, Cincinnati, Los Angeles, Miami, New York, Orlando, Pittsburgh, San
Francisco, Seattle, Tampa, and Washington, DC. The CCMPO staff has submitted a formal
request to Uber to include the State College area in the program but given the size of the
metropolitan areas currently covered, it is unknown when – or even if – this request may be
granted. Lyft currently has no known data offering similar to the Uber Movement Program.
Nevertheless, the continued operation of TNCs within Centre County—coupled with documented
TNC growth worldwide—seem to suggest that these operations are enjoying some degree of
success within the region over the last several years. Moreover, impacts have been observed with
respect to other transportation modes and providers following the launch of Uber, and subsequently
Lyft. Established taxi companies—at least one of which made a significant investment in ride
scheduling and tracking technology with the impending launch of TNCs within the region—have
ceased operations over the last several years. Though Handy Delivery, Inc. and Nittany Express
remain in operation, AA Taxi and Happy Valley Ride have closed. The role of TNCs in the closure
of these regional taxi services is supported by anecdotal reports of TNC-related traffic congestion at
University Park Airport around flight arrival and departure times, where previously taxis were known
to provide this service. On the other hand, these same anecdotal reports highlight an increased
ease of obtaining transportation to and from the airport area.
In terms of public transportation, CATA has experienced some fixed-route ridership losses since
Uber and Lyft entered the State College market in 2015 and 2016, respectively. During that time
period, fixed-route ridership figures declined, as follows:
▪
▪
▪
▪

Fiscal Year 2015-16 – 7,055,328
Fiscal Year 2016-17 – 6,914,017
Fiscal Year 2017-18 – 6,504,703
Fiscal Year 2018-19 – 6,413,239

As of the time of this writing, CATA fixed-route ridership over the previous year has been
6,338,261. These ridership losses correlate with the launch of TNCs within the State College area,
though no clear causal relationship can be established. This does not appear to be just a local
phenomenon; declines in public transportation ridership nationwide, in a variety of markets, seem to
correlate to TNC proliferation, lower fuel prices, more affordable vehicle loan credit, and several
other factors combining.

Actions and Planning Implications for Centre County
Potential Increase in Traffic Congestion – Public transportation is a documented, contributing factor
in reducing congestion within Centre County, particularly along the North Atherton Street corridor, in
downtown State College, and on the campus of Penn State University. To the extent these highconcentration transit trips are replaced with lower-concentration TNC trips, regional congestion may
worsen over time. Moreover, the act of TNC vehicles periodically stopping in travel lanes to board
and de-board passengers may also have the effect of increasing congestion. This may change the
relative priority of transportation projects in future LRTP and TIP cycles. It also may suggest the
need for a higher degree of local regulation of TNC services.
Service to Rural Areas – Despite the suggestion of TNC service being a potential answer to low
levels of mobility in rural and other less densely-populated areas, over time this has not proven to
be the case. According to Uber’s own generalized data, only 6 percent of ridership can be
characterized as something other than “urban” or “suburban.” Though this data is not locally
specific, it seems to suggest that TNC-provided mobility in the more rural portions of Centre County
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is still lacking. In these less densely populated areas, where automobile ownership and access to
mobility options may lag behind the rest of Centre County, it may be incumbent upon policymakers
and area transportation providers to come up with new and innovative solutions to meet critical
demand.
Accessibility of Vehicles – One vital part of CATA’s mission—and the mission of other public
transportation providers throughout Pennsylvania and the U.S.—is to meet the transportation needs
of persons with disabilities with accessible vehicles and specialized services. These service
elements are guaranteed and protected under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.
To the extent that TNCs can operate free of these “public accommodation” requirements, they are
placed at a competitive advantage to traditional transit services. Moreover, as public transportation
ridership decreases, and service may be decreased in correlation with TNC utilization, riders having
a disability who may require an accessible vehicle or a special accommodation may be placed at a
disadvantage that runs counter to the spirit of the ADA.
Availability of Data – As mentioned above, Centre County is not included in the Uber Movement
Program, and Lyft has no similar program. Therefore, data related to TNC operation within Centre
County is nearly impossible to obtain. If regional decision-makers are to be fully informed and
make the best possible choices when it comes to transportation improvements, TNC companies
should ideally provide localized information as it relates to origin and destination patterns, travel
times, and volume. Similar types of data are already available to generate highway and public
transportation performance measures for the benefit of the region.

Potential Future Developments
Additional Regulation at the Local Level – Both Uber and Lyft, as well as other TNCs, have a
baseline set of standards for regulation of drivers and vehicles. Nevertheless, a number of wellpublicized incidents have taken place in the United States relative to TNC drivers and major
property and bodily injury crimes. A key element of TNC service is that it provides—or should
theoretically provide—a safety element from impaired driving, public intoxication, and similar
phenomena. In order to enhance these safety elements, while also providing protection to the
individual patron, local jurisdictions may elect to further regulate TNC service within the bounds of
state law. Moreover, additional local regulation may help to mitigate other concerns mentioned
above, such as traffic congestion and availability of data.
Microtransit – CATA is current working to pilot test its own microtransit offering (CATAGO!) in
cooperation with TransLoc. This offering serves the Bellefonte area and provide linkages to certain
key destinations in the State College area. While not a TNC by definition, microtransit does borrow
heavily from the TNC mode of operation, including flexibility and dynamic scheduling. These
elements go beyond traditional fixed-route transit service. At the same time, microtransit provides
for a predictable, stable fare to the end user. This eliminates the concern of surge pricing
characteristic of TNCs. Should microtransit prove useful and successful within this experimental
corridor, it may provide a competitive model that can be replicated in other portions of CATA’s
service area with low population density, or adjacent to the current service area. While microtransit
will only be able to add vehicles into service up to fleet limits, however, pure TNCs can have
potentially unlimited fleets.
Public Transportation Partnership – CATA’s “Assessment of Alternative Service Models for Areas of
Low Population Density” study, completed in 2018, suggested that a partnership between a transit
agency and TNCs might be a workable mobility solution in areas where traditional fixed-route transit
service is not operationally and/or economically viable. One possible solution would be for the
transit agency to subsidize TNC trips where and when fixed-route transit service does not exist.
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Though potentially of benefit to both a local transit agency (assuming a role as a mobility integrator)
and the TNC companies, this solution would present a number of challenges, including appropriate
limits on both the amount of the subsidy and the number of trips subsidized over a given time
period, as well as providing a competitive total cost or fare to the user of the service.
Profitability of TNCs – At the current time, the two most widely-available TNCs—Uber and Lyft—are
both publicly traded companies. As of May 2019, Uber is traded on the New York Stock Exchange
(NYSE) under the symbol “UBER.” As of March 1, 2020, Uber’s stock was trading at roughly 74
percent of its initial public offering (IPO) price. As of March 2019, Lyft is traded on the NASDAQ
stock exchange under the symbol “LYFT.” As of March 1, 2020, Lyft’s stock was trading at roughly
52 percent of its IPO price. Both companies have yet to turn an annual profit. Though numerous
emerging companies have faced difficulties following an IPO, yet managed to turn toward
profitability, the current financial condition of both Uber and Lyft does raise some concerns. As
publicly traded entities, should either or both companies fail to achieve profitability, it might be
reasonable to assume that shareholders could demand a restructuring of operations. In this event,
if TNCs pull out of established markets, other existing providers could conceivably be left to fill a
mobility void with limited resources.

Park-and-Ride
Park-and-ride facilities help to enable intermodal travel. They allow the use of a low-occupancy
mode where travel densities are low, with a transfer to a high-occupancy mode—rail transit, bus,
vanpool, or carpool—where travel densities become higher and more supportive of these modes.
Worldwide, park-and-ride facilities range widely from multi-story parking garages with an array of
customer amenities serving numerous modes, to simple surface parking areas that may not be
formally designated as a park-and-ride.

State of the Practice
Based on data obtained from the Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission (SPC), Delaware Valley
Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC), and Commuter Services of Pennsylvania, it is estimated
that several hundred additional non-PennDOT park-and-ride facilities are owned, operated, and
maintained by transit agencies and a variety of other public and private entities throughout
Pennsylvania. New facilities are being planned, designed, constructed, and opened on a regular
basis. Though most park-and-ride lot facilities throughout Pennsylvania do not charge for parking,
some—particularly those located closer to congested and/or heavily urbanized areas—do assess a
modest fee for daily use (usually $5 per day or less).
PennDOT owns, operates, and maintains 90 park-and-ride lot locations throughout the state. They
range from very small (15-20 spaces) to very large (up to 1,600 spaces), with nearly all located
near a major highway. Roughly one-third of these park-and-ride facilities provide access to transit
services, with the remainder supporting other ridesharing activities.
Currently, no PennDOT park-and-ride facilities are operated within Engineering District 2, of which
Centre County is a part. Longstanding policies at the District level present challenges to formal
park-and-ride implementation. The District has historically declined to commit federal and state
transportation funding for the purchase of park-and-ride right-of-way, and has not acquired it
through condemnation; therefore, property must be acquired from a willing owner entirely using
local funds, or through the process of amicable donation. Moreover, the District has historically
declined to assume ownership and maintenance responsibilities of a park-and-ride facility; other
entities must be identified to take ownership and maintain such facilities over the longer term.
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First Applications in Centre County
Old Fort Park-and-Ride Lot – In 1996, a regional park-and-ride lot study identified the intersection of
PA 45 and PA 144 as a high-priority location to help meet Penns Valley commuter demand.
Between 1997 and 2002, an agreement was reached with the American Legion Post #779 in the
village of Old Fort to utilize legion property at this location as a park-and-ride facility, through a
proposed lease agreement with Potter Township. During this period, draft cooperation and lease
agreements were prepared.
Between 2002 and 2010, cooperation and lease agreements were executed, and a design field
view conducted. Preliminary design and cost estimates were completed, although these were
subsequently revised to address flooding concerns. An archaeology survey report was submitted
to the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC), from whom initial concurrence on
mitigation measures was obtained. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) required an
updated lease agreement, which was prepared and executed. Subdivision, land development, and
stormwater management plans were submitted to Centre County.
In 2010, the subdivision and land development plans for the lot were approved by Centre County,
and a highway occupancy permit (HOP) approved by PennDOT. PHMC, however, made a final
determination that the facility would have adverse effects in the project area to culturally and
historically significant features, which could not be mitigated. PHMC subsequently declined to
reconsider this determination, and as a result, FHWA withheld environmental clearance for the
project. In September 2010, the CCMPO Coordinating Committee agreed to select the “No-Build”
alternative for the project, based upon the uncertainty of finding a suitable alternative site in the
area, and scarcity of additional funds for engineering and construction.
Moshannon Valley Park-and-Ride Lot Study – In 2012, the CCMPO completed the Moshannon
Valley Park-and-Ride Lot Study. Preceding this effort, the CCMPO found, through the Coordinated
Public Transit – Human Services Transportation Planning process, that the Moshannon Valley was
the most transportation-disadvantaged community in Centre County, particularly with respect to
alternative modes of transportation. Moreover, staff confirmed that informal park-and-ride activity
was taking place at several area locations—a practice that continues to this day.
The overarching purpose of the study was to examine area park-and-ride activity, identify and
evaluate potential alternative sites, and attempt to formalize one or more locations in which to
consolidate the activity. This was accomplished through stakeholder and public involvement
processes, travel demand forecasting, drafting of need and purpose information, site identification
and ranking, detailed site investigations, recommendations, and examination of potential funding
opportunities.
Although the Cold Stream Dam and adjacent site were identified as supporting need and purpose
and meeting demand—endorsed in principle by both Philipsburg Borough and Rush Township—
and several potential sources of funding were identified by staff of both the CCMPO and North
Central Rural Planning Organization (RPO), ultimately no agreement could be reached on longterm ownership and maintenance of a formal park-and-ride lot.

Actions and Planning Implications for Centre County
Need and Purpose – Based upon prior experiences with the proposed Old Fort Park-and-Ride Lot
and the Moshannon Valley Park-and-Ride Lot Study, establishing a robust statement of need and
purpose for any future park-and-ride lot development will be critical to funding competitiveness and
operational success. The Moshannon Valley Park-and-Ride Lot Study process provides a tested
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blueprint for establishing project need and purpose through assessment of current conditions,
examination of commute patterns and volumes, and stakeholder and public involvement.
Site Selection – One primary deficiency in the Old Fort Park-and-Ride Lot project was the
evaluation of alternative sites. The CCMPO staff worked with an amicable property owner and
established arrangements for long-term property lease, construction, and maintenance with the
appropriate parties, in a location with significant perceived need. The failure to evaluate alternative
sites within the Penns Valley, however, proved detrimental when the selected site was found to
have insurmountable historical and environmental impacts, and ultimately resulted in the
termination of the project. Here again, the Moshannon Valley Park-and-Ride Lot Study provides a
workable example for the identification, evaluation, and selection of sites through assessment of
ownership, proximity to travel routes, space available, potential cost, and historical and
environmental considerations.
Funding – A phase-out of the CCMPO’s eligibility for funding under the Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality (CMAQ) program, based upon air-quality conformity status, places an additional
pressure on identifying potential funding sources for the acquisition, construction, operation, and
maintenance of park-and-ride lot facilities within the county. Going forward, such projects will face
a higher level of competition and scrutiny when measured against other road, bridge, and transit
fleet replacement and expansion projects as part of the LRTP and TIP processes. Further, a key
consideration will be whether to assess user fees to help defray costs.
Ownership and Maintenance – As demonstrated through the Moshannon Valley Park-and-Ride Lot
Study and subsequent actions taken, negotiating agreements for the long-term operations and
maintenance of a park-and-ride lot facility can be a challenging process, given limited budgets and
required financial and time commitments. Moreover, at the current time, PennDOT District 2 does
not currently own, operate, or maintain any state-related park-and-ride facilities. Not only would a
formal park-and-ride lot be the first of its kind in Centre County, the resulting operations and
maintenance arrangements would be unfamiliar to the CCMPO, local government, and PennDOT
staff. User fees could be considered to help defray longer-term costs. Liability concerns would
need to be assigned to either lot owners and/or users.
Performance Metrics – As both federal and state governments continue to move toward
performance-based planning and programming, both predicted (pre-construction) and actual (postconstruction) measures of park-and-ride facility utilization, consistency of utilization, value of shared
trips enabled, and the like will be useful in assessing the potential and tangible return on
investment, as well as the competitiveness of park-and-ride lot projects when compared to other
types of transportation projects.

Potential Future Developments
Moshannon Valley – A significant level of informal park-and-ride activity continues to be present at
three key locations: Peebles Plaza, Cold Stream Dam, and the Philipsburg-Osceola high school
football field. Moreover, CATA still reports a meaningful level of ridesharing participation from the
Moshannon Valley. The potential to formalize park-and-ride activity within the area still exists. It
would require updating the findings from the Moshannon Valley Park-and-Ride Lot Study,
collaboration among local partners on the issues of long-term operations and maintenance, and
securing funding for construction activities.
Nittany Valley – Funding was recently secured for the construction of the I-99 / I-80 / PA-26 highspeed and local access interchanges, which will provide a direct Interstate-to-Interstate connection
between the Milesburg and Lamar exits of I-80. Construction is expected to begin in 2020 and take
roughly two years. The potential may exist, either through a partnership with PennDOT or through
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a public-private partnership, to construct a park-and-ride lot facility in the vicinity of the proposed
local access interchange to serve long-distance commuters traveling to the State College area from
the Lower Bald Eagle Valley, Mill Hall, Lock Haven, Jersey Shore, and Williamsport.
Penns Valley – Funding was also recently secured for the preliminary engineering phase of the
State College Area Connector project, which would link the current Potters Mills Gap project along
U.S. 322 to State College with an improved, four-lane, limited-access facility. Construction could
begin as early as 2027 and is expected to take three to four years. Again, the potential may exist,
either through a partnership with PennDOT or through a public-private partnership, to construct a
park-and-ride lot facility along this improved roadway to serve long-distance commuters traveling to
the State College area from the Penns Valley, the Seven Mountains area, Lewistown, and the
Juniata Valley.
Blair and Cambria Counties – CATA currently facilitates a significant amount of vanpool traffic into
the State College area from the Altoona area and beyond, owing in large part to the closure of the
State Correctional Institution (SCI) – Cresson and the transfer of those employees to SCI –
Rockview and SCI – Benner Township in Centre County. In addition, PennDOT Engineering
District 9 owns and operates three park-and-ride lots within the right-of-way of Interstate 99; these
lots are located near the Pinecroft, Bellwood, and Tyrone interchanges. Should vanpool traffic grow
to, or remain at, the level where additional capacity may be warranted, this will require a complex
cooperative effort between CATA, the CCMPO, PennDOT Engineering Districts 2 and 9, and the
Blair and Cambria County Planning Commissions.

Electric Vehicles
Electricity was among the preferred early methods for motor vehicle propulsion, providing a level of
comfort and ease of operation that could not be achieved by gasoline engines of the period.
Though the internal combustion engine has been the dominant propulsion method for passenger
vehicles since they became more widespread in society, electric power has remained
commonplace—either on its own or as part of a hybrid setup with gasoline or diesel power—in
other vehicle types such as trains and trolleys, as well as various purpose-built conveyances such
as forklifts and golf carts.
Electric vehicles (EVs) have experienced resurgence in popularity recently due to technological
developments, an increased focus on renewable energy, and other related societal preferences.
Accordingly, do-it-yourself (DIY) engineers increasingly began sharing technical details for electric
vehicle conversions, while major automakers refined EV product offerings, or developed new
product lines from the ground up. Government incentives to encourage EV ownership have been
deployed, including in the United States and abroad.
An EV uses one or more electric or traction motors for propulsion. EVs may be powered through a
collector system by electricity from off-vehicle sources, or may be self-contained with a battery,
solar panels, or an electric generator to convert fuel to electricity. For the purposes of this
document, EVs include road vehicles such as passenger cars, sport utility vehicles (SUVs), and
light trucks; freight vehicles such as those that would haul cargo; and transit vehicles that may be
utilized to move passengers in a mass transportation context.
As a result of technological advancements, EV ownership cost decreases relative to gasoline and
diesel fuel prices, increased availability, and continued shifts in societal preferences, the relative
market share of EVs may continue to increase over the planning horizon of the LRTP.
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EV State of the Practice
Following decades of stagnant marketplace conditions, interest in EVs started to re-kindle during
the 1990s. In 1990, California passed the Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEV) Mandate, which required
automakers operating in California to sell a certain percentage of ZEVs each year. As a practical
matter, this requirement focused mainly on electric passenger vehicles. A dozen other states later
adopted the ZEV Mandate. Though this mandate was subsequently and substantially weakened
through court challenges, it produced a new wave of research and development activities among
major automakers including Chrysler, Ford, General Motors, Honda, Nissan, and Toyota.
The early 2000s saw a substantial increase in retail gasoline and diesel fuel prices, particularly
between 2002 and 2008. Following that trend came increased consumer interest in more fuelefficient vehicles. Beginning in 2004, from a U.S. market share of about 0.5 percent, sales of hybrid
electric vehicles began to increase sharply. Gains were led by the Toyota Prius product line, but
also including products from a variety of other automakers. Hybrid electric vehicles represent an
incremental step toward pure EVs. Though sales increases started to level off by the middle of the
last decade, interest remains significant, and hybrid electric vehicles continue to consistently
represent about 2 to 3 percent of all new vehicles sold in the U.S. each year.
The increases that started with hybrid electric vehicles thereafter carried over into the plug-in EV
market. In fact, as increases in sales of hybrid electric vehicles have started to level off, more
dramatic increases in the sales of plug-in EVs have taken hold. Within the U.S., this movement has
largely been led by Tesla Motors, which was incorporated in 2003 and taken public through the
NASDAQ stock exchange in 2010. Tesla introduced its first model—the Roadster—in 2008, though
early sales increases were driven by the Models S and X, with more recent sales increases
attributed to the Models 3 and Y. The Tesla Model 3 is currently the world’s leading plug-in EV in
terms of sales volume and is the eighth best-selling automobile model overall in the United States.
Beginning in 2011, from a U.S. market share of about 0.1 percent, sales of plug-in EVs started to
increase sharply. Though sales declined slightly for 2019, such vehicles continue to account for
about 2 percent of all new vehicles sold in the U.S. annually. The overwhelming majority of plug-in
EVs in use in the U.S. today are Tesla models.
Recent growth in popularity and sales of EVs in the U.S. and abroad have centered on the following
factors:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Decreasing costs of production and ownership, driven in large part by battery production
costs and other efficiencies;
Increased performance—including range and acceleration—resulting from advancements in
motor and lithium-ion battery technology;
Updates to policy and regulation that continue to favor lower-emission vehicles;
Corresponding increases in availability and capacity of charging infrastructure;
Shared learning, research, and development across a wide variety of public and private
industry sectors; and
Other incentives provided for EV ownership, as discussed in more detail below.

In recent years, a wide range of incentives has helped to increase the ownership appeal, reduce
total cost of ownership, and expand resulting market share for both pure EVs and hybrid electric
vehicles worldwide. Financial incentives include manufacturer rebates, government tax credits,
discounts to vehicle registration fees, reduced tolls and parking costs, and discounts for recharging
equipment and installation. Non-financial incentives include preferred parking, access to restricted
highway lanes such as high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) and high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes, and
expedited permitting and installation of charging stations.
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For the 2020 model year, most major automakers offer an EV model to the U.S. market, including
Audi, BMW, Chevrolet, Honda, Hyundai, Jaguar, Kia, Mini, Nissan, Porsche, Tesla, and
Volkswagen. Ford and Fiat Chrysler are working to deploy offerings in the U.S. within the coming
years. Hybrid electric vehicles remain substantially more widespread in the U.S. market at the
present time, including 2020 model year offerings from Audi, BMW, Chrysler, Ford, Honda,
Hyundai, Jeep, Kia, Lincoln, Mini, Mitsubishi, Porsche, Subaru, Toyota, and Volvo. Both types of
offerings have greatly increased over the past decade.
Over the planning horizon of the LRTP, EV sales and market share may continue to increase
worldwide, accounting for as much as one-third to one-half (depending on the source of the
projections) of all new vehicles sold by 2050. The U.S. is expected to adopt EVs somewhat more
slowly than the rest of the world, in a continuation of current observed trends.

EV First Applications in Centre County
Growth in Market Share – On a state-by-state basis, Pennsylvania stands at about the middle of the
pack in terms of EV adoption, but has recently been climbing the ranks. The majority of PA EV
registrations appear to be based in the more populated urban and suburban areas of southeastern
and southwestern Pennsylvania. In Centre County, a relatively transient population associated with
Penn State University can complicate efforts to identify the precise number of EVs in regular use.
Though it may be difficult to obtain regular, consistent information with respect to the registration
and use of EVs on a county-by-county basis, several data sources suggest that Centre County
adopted EVs a bit earlier—and is adopting them more rapidly—as compared to the rest of
Pennsylvania and the U.S. as a whole. A 2016 study by the International Council on Clean
Transportation identified Centre County as one of the few Pennsylvania counties outside the
metropolitan Philadelphia area with EVs accounting for more than 1 percent of new vehicle
registrations. A 2019 update of this study showed Centre County outpacing nearly every other
Pennsylvania county in terms of EV market share. Moreover, the 2019 “Pennsylvania Electric
Vehicle Roadmap” identifies Centre County as having a higher per-capita market share of EVs
when compared to other Pennsylvania counties.
Proliferation of Charging Stations – Observed trends of comparative early adoption, and high
market share, for EVs in Centre County seem to be supported by corresponding growth in access
to charging locations within the county. Over the past decade, charging capacity has expanded
rapidly in Centre County, with most of this capacity concentrated in the State College vicinity.
According to ChargeHub, which maps EV charging capacity for potential users, there are nearly 15
charging locations in the State College area, five in the Bellefonte area, and one in the Pleasant
Gap area. While several of these locations are specific to Tesla models, the overwhelming majority
accommodate a range of vehicle makes. As access to charging capacity becomes more
widespread, both real and perceived barriers to EV ownership and operation can be mitigated.
Connections to Penn State University – As a significant economic, employment, and educational
node within Central Pennsylvania, Penn State University both influences and is influenced by its
local community. Accordingly, EV development and adoption on the Penn State campus appears
to correspond to that of the larger region. The university provides charging stations at both the
Nittany Parking Deck and at the Penn Stater Hotel and Conference Center in Innovation Park. In
late 2019, Penn State also announced a significant reduction in public charging fees to further
encourage the use of EVs.
Penn State’s connection to EV development is also active from an academic standpoint. In 2019, it
was announced that university researchers had been successful in developing lithium-ion battery
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technology that could potentially greatly reduce charging time. If applied to the larger EV market,
such technology could further reduce costs of ownership and increase functionality.
Use in Local Fleets – As market share grows in Centre County, EVs are being added to both public
and private fleets within the region. Deployment of EVs in regular, sustained fleet use may
accelerate the accrual of environmental and financial benefits. In mid-2019, Ferguson Township
was awarded funding under the Alternative Fuels Incentive Grants (AFIG) program to purchase an
EV for staff use, and to install a corresponding charging station. During the same funding cycle,
Penn State University received capital to add five plug-in EVs and three hybrid electric vehicles to
its own fleet. These recent grant awards will augment other EVs and hybrid vehicles that have
been placed into fleet service within Centre County. Penn State’s Office of the Physical Plant
(OPP) currently utilizes EVs, and College Township has one EV in its fleet. Moreover, College and
Patton townships have charging stations at their municipal facilities.

EV Actions and Planning Implications for Centre County
Funding – As both federal and state transportation funding programs rely on liquid fuel taxes, a
widespread shift to hybrid electric vehicles and plug-in EVs could potentially threaten current
funding models, possibly jeopardizing funds for transportation projects. At the state level, a ranking
member of Pennsylvania’s House Transportation Committee has proposed a $250 annual tax on
EVs to make up for transportation funding shortfalls resulting from a shift from gasoline and dieselpowered vehicles to EVs. This measure is still being debated in the Pennsylvania Legislature.
There is currently no similar measure being debated at the federal level, which still offers tax credits
for EV purchases in some cases. A widespread shift to EV ownership and use, however, might be
expected to affect federal fuel tax receipts in a similar manner. This may have the potential to
further develop the conversation of how transportation projects are funded in Pennsylvania and
nationwide.
Climate Action Plans – Pennsylvania’s 2018 Climate Action Plan identifies strategies to implement
sustainable transportation planning and practices. According to the Commonwealth’s most recent
greenhouse gas (GHG) inventory, in 2016 transportation accounted for 23 percent of
Pennsylvania’s net GHG emissions—63 percent of which were from gasoline-powered vehicles and
24 percent of which were from diesel-powered vehicles. One of the sustainable transportations
practices Pennsylvania plans to advance is the implementation of a strategic plan and incentives for
increasing EV use in line with the statewide Electric Vehicle Roadmap.
The Centre Region is currently developing a Climate Action and Adaptation Plan that will identify
actions to reduce GHG emissions and adapt to a changing climate. The plan is likely to include a
strategy to expand electric bicycle options, electric vehicle fleets and charging infrastructure. By
making cleaner vehicles more accessible, GHG emissions and air pollution can be reduced even if
drivers do not reduce miles traveled.
Ongoing or Additional Incentives – While arguments may be made to assess some form of EV tax
or user fee in the face of increasing hybrid and electric vehicle ownership and use, to continue to
adequately fund transportation projects at the state and federal levels there may also be an
argument made to support growth in hybrid vehicle and EV ownership and use. The latter may play
a role in supporting environmental goals and economies of scale within the EV industry, resulting in
cost savings and increased revenue from other sources. As discussed previously, federal, state,
and local governments employ a wide variety of financial and non-financial incentives to encourage
the ownership and use of EVs. One solution may be to focus on non-financial incentives to
properly balance the integrity of transportation funding revenues against the benefits of more
widespread EV adoption. On the other hand, government entities may continue to invest in EV
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purchase subsidies and public charging infrastructure because they perceive the benefits of EV use
to be greater than the cost to them.
Performance Metrics for Emissions and Air Quality – Increasing ownership and use of hybrid
electric vehicles and plug-in EVs are thought to play a role in decreasing transportation-related
emissions and improving air quality, but the specific type of vehicle used is only one contributing
factor. In order to meet more ambitious emissions and air quality targets, hybrid vehicle and EV
use must be coupled with increased use of public transportation and active transportation modes,
and an overall reduction in person-miles traveled, for example. This suggests a continued
cooperative role for transportation, regional, and environmental planning disciplines in meeting air
quality targets. It also suggests room for further analysis in terms of the environmental impact of
electric bicycles and EVs, as potential emissions shift from individual vehicle exhaust systems to
coal, oil, and natural gas fired power plants, but also to wind, solar, and perhaps nuclear sources
used in powering charging stations.

EV Potential Future Developments
More Widespread Vehicle and Charging Technology – The current network of charging stations in
Centre County seems adequate to provide for the number of EVs currently in use within the region.
Decreased production and ownership costs, increased performance, policy and regulation, and
incentives have driven an increase in EV market share up to this point. If such trends continue, and
EV adoption in Centre County continues to grow into a more significant market share, additional
public and private charging infrastructure will be needed. For example, the International Code
Council (ICC)—the building standards organization that sets voluntary guidelines for new homes—
cites research indicating the U.S. will need 9.6 million new electric vehicle charging ports by 2030.
Almost 80 percent of those will be in single- and multi-family residential buildings.
This could have cascading planning implications throughout the region. Local and state
government entities will need to make the decision to provide additional capacity, or to let the
market provide the capacity, depending on available funding and community preferences. New
developments and property re-developments may need to make changes to parking configurations
if incentives such as priority parking or on-site charging stations are pursued. Developers and other
local entities may wish to install conduit, for example, during new development and maintenance
projects, even if EV charging stations are planned for the future rather than imminently. For
example, in January 2020 the ICC approved changes to building standards that support “EVcapable” infrastructure. These new voluntary guidelines call for installing panels, outlets, and
conduits capable of charging at least one full-size EV in a single-family garage overnight. Multifamily buildings will need two spots, along with more that can be easily retrofitted (EV-capable).
Moreover, more commercial and residential property owners may begin to opt for solar power to
support EV charging and further offset emissions impacts in conjunction with a shift to EVs.
Propulsion of Freight Vehicles – Electric freight vehicles are not yet widely available in North
America, although manufacturers and a small number of fleets are currently engaged in cooperative
research, development, and limited implementation activities. It is important to note here that the
overwhelming majority of freight is transported over shorter distances, which suggests the need for
smaller, lighter-duty vehicles that may be more comparable to the passenger-oriented gasoline–
electric hybrid vehicles and plug-in EVs already in development and distribution. On the other
hand, long-haul freight would likely need to be transported by larger, heavier-duty vehicles that may
share a parallel development path with electric transit vehicles, as described later in this section.
Both lighter-duty, short-haul vehicles and heavier-duty, longer-haul vehicles may be expected to
have a significant impact on Centre County as a shift is made to electric propulsion. Benefits to air
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quality could be assumed to be more meaningful as market share grows. Not only does Centre
County support a large commercial presence for an area of its population size, it is also relatively
affluent; this suggests significant possible effects through the turnover of local delivery vehicles.
Moreover, Centre County is bisected by major freight routes (I-80, I-99, and U.S. Highway 322),
which suggests beneficial emissions and air quality effects as through freight traffic is converted to
electric propulsion. In both cases, both private and public charging infrastructure would need to be
planned, funded, and implemented to accommodate the additional demand.
Propulsion of Transit Vehicles – As an early adopter of compressed natural gas (CNG) propulsion
for its fixed-route transit fleet, CATA often fields questions as to its “next step” in vehicle propulsion.
During the planning process for CATA’s Strategic Plan Update 2016–2026, such considerations did
not meet the threshold to be included in one of the five main strategic focus areas. There is good
reason for this, given the CNG investments CATA has made—and the economies it has built—in
terms of rolling stock, fueling infrastructure, technical competency, and serving as an
implementation resource and partner to other private and public entities.
However, much has changed since CATA’s Strategic Plan was updated. Hybrid transit vehicle
technology has evolved substantially, CATA has administered several limited tests of both hybrid
and electric transit vehicles within its fixed-route service area, and sales of electric transit vehicles
have increased significantly in Asia and Europe. Electric transit vehicles are slowly being adopted
by U.S. transit agencies, most recently by the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) in
the Los Angeles metropolitan area, which just approved a plan to bring 10 plug-in electric buses
into service by 2021. Electric buses must be further proven in terms of performance and reliability
before they are widely adopted in a range of U.S. operating environments.
Because any transition to electric propulsion will take a great deal of time to support—and will
undoubtedly require wholesale changes to layover points, fueling infrastructure, rolling stock, and
other facilities (including the physical space allocated for these facilities)—this may be a concept
that CATA deems appropriate for further examination as U.S. electric bus manufacturers and
suppliers ramp up their own economies and production.

Electric Bicycles
Electric bicycles (e-bikes) are growing in popularity nationally and in Centre County. In
Pennsylvania e-bikes are defined as “pedalcycles with electric assist”. In Pennsylvania e-bikes are
required to be under 750 watts, have a maximum speed of 20 mph on a level surface when
powered by the motor source only, weigh no more than 100 pounds and have operable pedals. The
same rules of the road apply to both e-bikes and human-powered bicycles, and in Pennsylvania ebikes are not subject to registration, licensing or insurance requirements that apply to motor
vehicles and no person under 16 years of age may operate an e-bike.
The emergence of e-bikes presents an opportunity to increase active transportation by minimizing
barriers of engaging in physical activity. Commuters may not want to exert the effort required to ride
a conventional bicycle, may need to travel a longer distance, or may desire to wear normal clothing
without arriving to their destination sweaty. In addition, individuals may have limited time or may not
have the stamina to make the trip with a conventional bicycle. In each of these cases, the added
assistance of the pedal-assist electric motor in e-bikes may reduce these barriers while still
providing some of the health benefits associated with conventional cycling.
E-bikes may help reduce some of the obstacles above, and also have the added benefit of being
environmentally friendly, as they do not produce carbon emissions or noise pollution akin to their
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motorized vehicle counterparts. In addition, they are not like motorcycles or other motorized
scooters in that they can generally be ridden on bike paths and in bike lanes. If adopted widely
enough, e-bikes could, therefore, reduce congestion in traffic as well as motor vehicle parking
needs, as they can also be parked with traditional bicycles. Other benefits include:
•

Increased access to recreation and transportation; older adults are more likely to use ebikes for recreation and fitness whereas younger adults are more likely to use e-bikes for
commuting, utilitarian trips, and to replace car trips.

•

The addition of the electric-assist encourages people to take more and longer trips by bike,
and offers individual health benefits.

•

E-bike users indicate feeling safer on an e-bike than a conventional bike given the ability to
travel through an intersection quickly or traverse challenging terrain.

Safety, speed, crowding, and user conflict are common concerns related to bicycles, and even
more so for e-bikes. However, e-bike research has shown that people tend to view e-bikes more
favorably once they are exposed to or become familiar with e-bikes. Additionally, with the increase
of e-bikes and forecasted growth in use, infrastructure may need to be considered related to
facilities to accommodate demand and charging needs.
At this time there have not been noticeable issues with the introduction of e-bikes into the
community and their usage on the county’s bike facilities. Local bicycle shops are offering electric
bike conversions kits as well as selling e-bikes. While options may currently be limited, there is
potential for growth due to the benefit of cycling and the ride assist that is provided with an e-bike.
The availability of electric assist technology allows for a larger population to use e-bikes, especially
people who cannot longer ride a traditional bicycle because of physical limitations.
In the Centre Region area of the county, many shared use paths are signed “No Motorized
Vehicles” as a condition of the federal funding that was utilized for construction. The Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) provides an exception for electric assist bicycles when state or
local regulations permit the use of e-bikes on shared use paths. The elected officials in the Centre
Region decided in early 2016 to allow e-bikes to operate on the Region’s shared use path system,
making e-bikes a more viable transportation option.
E-bike usage, and associated needs and changes in technology, will continue to be monitored for
impacts in Centre County.

Connected and Automated Vehicles
Connected and automated vehicles (CAVs) are two distinct but interrelated developments in
transportation technology that are rapidly evolving and have the potential to greatly influence both
planning and policy in the coming years. CAVs have the potential to impact the design and
deployment of passenger, freight, and transit vehicles, as well as multiple non-transportation
industries such as construction, hospitality, and law enforcement.
Connected vehicles (CVs) communicate with other vehicles, infrastructure, and devices through
wireless network technology, such as WiFi and radio frequencies. Such vehicles can assist in
wayfinding and/or alert drivers to nearby incidents, diversions or heavy traffic. Connected vehicle
infrastructure can be used for traffic signal control, traffic monitoring, automatic toll collection, traffic
congestion detection, and traffic signal priority or preemption.
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Automated vehicles (AVs) are equipped with technology that enables them to operate with limited
human assistance—in fact the intent is to eventually move to no human intervention whatsoever.
Such vehicles are able to “drive” themselves (to various extents) by using cameras, RADAR (radiobased sensing), LIDAR (light-based sensing), global positioning system (GPS) technology, and
computer imaging to gather and interpret information on their surroundings. Once an environment
has been scanned and relevant objects detected, the vehicle’s equipment reacts as the situation
dictates—controlling the steering mechanism, accelerator, and brakes as required.
Vehicles can be connected but not automated, automated but not connected, neither, or both—and
to varying degrees.

State of the Practice
Connected and automated vehicle technologies are in aggressive stages of research and
development in nearly all major automotive markets, including the United States.
Some AV technologies are already in use on vehicles driven today, operating features such as antilock braking systems (ABS), adaptive cruise control, electronic stability control (ESC), and blind
spot monitoring (BSM) systems. Perhaps the most comprehensive array of AV technologies is
currently offered as part of Tesla’s Autopilot and Full Self-Driving packages. These include
functionality related to automated cruise control, steering, navigation, lane changes, parking,
summoning, and traffic signs and controls (however in the U.S. active driver supervision is still
required).
As mentioned, AV technologies exist along a continuum, defined by the international Society of
Automotive Engineers (SAE) as the following six levels:
▪
▪
▪
▪

▪
▪

Level 0 – a human driver completes all tasks;
Level 1 – an advanced driver assistance system (ADAS) can assist a human driver with
either steering OR braking and accelerating;
Level 2 – the same ADAS can control both steering and braking/accelerating under some
circumstances;
Level 3 – an automated driving system (ADS) on the vehicle can perform all aspects of the
driving task under some circumstances, but a human driver must be ready to take back
control at any time the ADS requests the human driver to do so;
Level 4 – an ADS on the vehicle can itself perform all driving tasks and monitor the driving
environment—essentially, do all the driving—in certain circumstances; and
Level 5 – an ADS on the vehicle can do all the driving in all circumstances—full automation.

At the current pace of development, Level 4 and 5 passenger vehicles are predicted to enter the
marketplace within the next five years, with widespread availability within the next 10 years.
Similar to the gradual implementation of AV technology, several connected vehicle (CV)
technologies are already in use on many vehicles. Such capabilities include GPS navigation
technology, hands-free cellular phone operation, and proprietary in-vehicle safety and security
systems such as General Motors’ OnStar system.
CV technologies also exist across several categories, defined by the SAE as follows:
▪

V2I (vehicle to infrastructure) – capture vehicle-generated traffic data, wirelessly providing
information such as advisories from the infrastructure to the vehicle that inform the driver of
safety, mobility, or environment-related conditions;
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▪
▪
▪

▪

V2V (vehicle to vehicle) – wireless exchange of information about the speed and position of
surrounding vehicles;
V2C (vehicle to cloud) – help enable connected navigation, social media, music streaming,
and in-car WiFi;
V2P (vehicle to pedestrian) – encompasses a broad set of road users including people
walking, using wheelchairs or other mobility devices, embarking and disembarking buses
and trains, and riding bicycles; and
V2X (vehicle to everything) – consists of all of the above functionality.

Research, development, and testing of connected and automated passenger vehicles is taking
place on various fronts worldwide. In the U.S., one of the most notable examples is Waymo
(formerly the Google self-driving car project), which is testing CAVs in the Phoenix metropolitan
area, using a mixed fleet of Toyota, Lexus, Chrysler, Jaguar, and proprietary vehicles. Waymo
technology is also in use in partnership with Uber in the Pittsburgh area.
Waymo is further involved in testing of CAV technology for freight vehicles in California, Georgia,
and Arizona. Early development of CAV technology for freight trucks has centered on platooning,
which couples vehicles together via technology including sensors, GPS, adaptive cruise control,
V2V communication, and software and hardware. Platooning can potentially provide fuel economy
benefits through tighter vehicle spacing and shared aerodynamics, and improve traffic flow by
increasing efficiency and roadway capacity.
CAV technology for public transit vehicles is still in the very early stages, although several U.S.
transit agencies have tested, or are in the process of testing, technologies including automated
braking and docking, lane-assist technology, and collision avoidance systems. These agencies
include the Lane Transit District in Oregon, Minnesota Valley Transit Authority, and Pierce Transit
in Washington State. Similar testing is also underway in Europe and Asia.

First Applications in Centre County
Centre County has played an early role in research, testing, and development of CAV technologies
in the following ways, and this role is expected to expand in the future:
First Pennsylvania Automated Vehicle Summit – State College hosted the inaugural “Pennsylvania
Automated Vehicle Summit” in 2017. Jointly presented by the Intelligent Transportation Society of
Pennsylvania (ITS-PA) and the Mid-Atlantic Section of the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(MASITE), the summit encompassed all aspects of CAV development, including: safety, workforce
changes, planning, policy, and industry implications. Attended by roughly 300 transportation officials,
academic and industry experts, public officials, planners, and industry partners, this initial summit
has grown into an annual event that rotates location throughout Pennsylvania, and is now described
as the largest such conference in the northeastern United States.
Penn State University Test Track – Penn State’s Larson Transportation Institute test track played a
key role in enabling technology demonstration as part of the 2017 Pennsylvania Automated Vehicle
Summit. Earlier that year, the test track (together with the City of Pittsburgh) was designated as one
of 10 U.S. Department of Transportation autonomous vehicle proving grounds in the nation. An
existing dedicated short-range communications (DSRC) radio network and dedicated differential
global positioning system (DGPS) base station on site support CAV testing activities.
Upgrades to the test track associated with the CAV proving ground designation include: perimeter
power and communication systems that enable rapid installation and change-outs of V2I hardware,
signage, and other signalization elements; a command-and-control center for telemetry collection to
enable processing of vehicle data that synchronize roadside measurements (traffic cameras, radio
communications, signage, and traffic simulations) with telemetry obtained from vehicles; support of
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motion coordination, tracking, and testing of autonomous vehicles to support loading-dock and
docking operations for heavy autonomous trucks; collection of vehicle platoon data for evaluation of
performance and fuel economy; and a staging area for tele-operated control of automated vehicles
for highway testing, in coordination with PennDOT.
Academic Research – Penn State’s connection to CAV development is also active from an
academic standpoint. University research teams have worked on—or are working on—commercial
use predictive control systems that use information shared by CAV technologies for on-vehicle
automation systems to reduce the fuel consumption of commercial vehicles; live vehicle driving and
driving simulators to study how technology-mediated interactions between a driver and vehicle
affect the driver’s perception of risk; operation of autonomous vehicles, using tele-operation that is
mediated by virtual reality (VR) and augmented reality interfaces; and software that allows
interaction between either a simulated or live vehicle interacting with a simulation of virtual traffic
elements.

Actions and Planning Implications for Centre County
Interactions with Pedestrian and Bicycle Traffic – Because Centre County features a welldeveloped network of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, interaction between CAVs and those
traveling on foot or by bike may be of particular concern. CAV detection rates for pedestrians and
cyclists can be much lower than for other vehicles, owing in part to pedestrians and cyclists not
wearing detectable electronic beacons, as well as poor location accuracy of V2X technology—
particularly in dense urban areas. In addition, several detection systems partly rely on built
environment characteristics (such as crosswalks or bike lanes) to predict the presence of cyclists or
pedestrians, while in reality, CAVs may encounter pedestrians in any location. Moreover, current
technology has difficulty predicting future movements and intent of pedestrians and cyclists.
Finally, CAVs used for commercial ridesharing or deliveries require frequent access to curb space
where they may interact with pedestrians and cyclists, traversing bike lanes or even sidewalks to
deliver passengers and/or goods.
Vehicle Accessibility – As mentioned, CAVs are engaged in early testing in conjunction with
commercial ridesharing entities, most notably transportation network companies (TNCs). To the
extent that TNCs can operate free of “public accommodation” requirements, vehicle accessibility in
accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 may become a concern to the
local community. Moreover, automated transit shuttles are being piloted in locations such as
Columbus and Las Vegas, though these appear to adhere to ADA requirements. As TNC vehicles
(and even public transit vehicles) move further toward full automation, however, a general decline in
the availability of personal assistance in boarding and de-boarding a vehicle—as well as in securing
mobility devices and personal items—may become an additional concern.
Availability of Data to Local Officials – As with TNCs, increasing connection and automation of
vehicles has to the potential to yield a large volume and wide range of data that could prove useful
to transportation planning activities. If regional decision-makers are to be fully informed and make
the best possible choices when it comes to transportation planning and policy, they must consider a
mechanism for accessing data related to origin and destination patterns, travel times, and volume.
Similar types of data are already available to generate highway and public transportation
performance measures for the benefit of the region. Keys to this effort will include finding a means
through which to sort data by relevance and type, identify segment data that is unique to Centre
County, and protect data privacy and security. The collection and use of data related to CAV
deployment is currently a matter of considerable discussion and debate.
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Local Regulations – Local governments throughout the United States are currently taking action to
regulate connected and automated vehicles in the areas of on-road testing (Boston, Cincinnati, Las
Vegas, Pittsburgh), preparing for the impact of driverless vehicles on parking (Phoenix), and
integration of connected and automated vehicles with other existing and planned technologies (Los
Angeles). Working under the framework of superseding national and state regulations, jurisdictions
within Centre County will need to carefully consider, debate, and implement regulations that will
best integrate CAVs with the surrounding context and population.
Infrastructure – As CAV technologies continue to advance, supporting infrastructure will play a
critical role, and may guide transportation programming and project development activities well
beyond more traditional physical construction projects. AVs may give rise to induced demand and
more frequent, shorter trips, while decreasing the need for parking in close proximity. This may
effect a shift away from on-street parking and change project planning and design considerations.
On major highways, truck platooning may play a role in designing and constructing bridges to a
higher weight limit. Moreover, CVs will require development of more widespread technological
infrastructure to function effectively. Highway projects might be expected to include the network
connectivity necessary to adequately support vehicle operations. In terms of land use and highway
construction projects, it is not too early to begin to account for these infrastructure considerations
where it makes sense to do so.

Potential Future Developments
Impacts to Parking and Traffic Congestion – Increasing CAV deployment and use may raise
concerns related to parking and traffic congestion in suburban and urbanized areas, including those
in Centre County. In theory, AVs could park themselves after dropping off a passenger, and
likewise be summoned when picking one up. Through this separation of vehicle and driver, there
would be no associated need for nearby parking, or even for parking at all. AVs could park
remotely from a downtown or other heavily congested area, return to a home location, or continue
driving until summoned by the initial passenger (or by another passenger). Where additional
driving to a home location or circling around is involved, traffic congestion may be predicted to
increase. This has the potential to change the current balance between nearby parking and
roadway lane-miles.
Expansion of Pennsylvania Testing – PennDOT, the Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission, and Penn
State University are partnering to advance the Pennsylvania Safety, Training, and Research Track
(PennSTART), a state-of-the-art training and testing facility to address the needs of Pennsylvania
and the Mid-Atlantic Region in terms of emergency responders, transportation organizations, and
research institutions. PennSTART will provide for safety training and research needs in six key
areas: traffic incident management (TIM), tolling and intelligent transportation systems (ITS)
technology, work zones, commercial vehicles, transit vehicles, and CAVs. Renderings of the
proposed new facility – which will replace the existing testing facility – have been prepared, and site
selection and planning activities are underway.
At the present time, eight entities are authorized to conduct AV testing in Pennsylvania, within the
counties of Adams, Allegheny, Armstrong, Beaver, Bedford, Bucks, Butler, Centre, Chester,
Crawford, Cumberland, Dauphin, Delaware, Erie, Fayette, Franklin, Fulton, Greene, Lancaster,
Lawrence, Mercer, Montgomery, Philadelphia, Somerset, Venango, Washington, Westmoreland,
and York. As CAV technology continues to advance, and more companies and academic
institutions enter the market, the number of authorized testers may increase, and the geographic
reach of testing in Pennsylvania may spread. Specific to Centre County, downtown State College
and the Penn State University campus may provide an attractive testing environment for automated
transit shuttle service.
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Advancement of Technology – While advancement of CAV technology has the potential to further
influence transportation planning and policy decisions—such as those related to pedestrian and
bicycle interactions, parking and congestion, and testing—it also has the potential to change how
we live and interact on a broader level. Specific to Centre County, there may be impacts to the
local economy and academic programs. The county is already home to a major research
institution, as well as a number of technology-based companies with varying degrees of association
with Penn State University. Particularly as (and if) Central Pennsylvania continues to grow in
importance as a testing and development center for CAV technology, it is feasible that Penn State
may see shifts in academic offerings and program sizes, and the local economy may see
corresponding shifts in business and industry. These latter changes would have planning and
policy implications also.
Potential TNC Partnerships –CATA’s “Assessment of Alternative Service Models for Areas of Low
Population Density,” completed in 2018, suggested a potential partnership between public
transportation and TNCs. Continued advancement of CAV technology could also give rise to a
potential TNC partnership. Such a relationship could possibly take advantage of the size,
economies, and standardization of fleet-based testing and deployment, and/or could allow TNC
companies—currently grappling with economic sustainability—to lower their operational costs
through the use of driverless vehicles.

Bus Rapid Transit
Generally making use of dedicated right-of-way and increased service frequency along high-density
corridors—as well as advanced technologies that facilitate traffic signal priority and quicker
passenger boarding, alighting, and fare collection—bus rapid transit (BRT) is designed to improve
the capacity, reliability, and speed of bus-based public transportation, while retaining cost, flexibility,
and simplicity advantages over rail-based transit modes.

State of the Practice
Regardless of location, most modern, successful BRT facilities have many of the following features
in common:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Dedicated right-of-way to avoid mixed traffic congestion;
Expedited fare collection at stations and/or through contactless systems, or universal
access;
Traffic signal priority or pre-emption;
Traffic patterns that minimize or eliminate crossings of the BRT right-of-way;
Raised boarding platforms and/or low-floor buses to expedite passenger boarding and
alighting;
High-capacity vehicles—such as articulated buses—and high-capacity stops and stations to
accommodate them;
Fewer stops, and greater distance between stops to improve route running time, such as
would be typical for passenger rail service;
Dedicated branding that distinguishes BRT service from other local transit services to create
a unique identity; and
High-frequency service on the main BRT line, as well as adequate feeder service to deliver
passengers from other locations.

Pittsburgh has one of the most well-developed examples of BRT in the U.S., operated by the Port
Authority of Allegheny County. The 4.3-mile South Busway opened in 1977—the first formalized
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BRT facility in the US. It includes a two-lane dedicated transit right-of-way and tunnel, allowing
transit vehicle to bypass a heavily congested section of PA Route 51. However, the South Busway
does not include some of the other features traditionally associated with BRT.
Port Authority added the 6.8-mile Martin Luther King, Jr. East Busway in 1983 (later extended to a
total of 9.1 miles in 2003), and the 5.1-mile West Busway in 2000. These facilities are more
advanced than the South Busway in terms of BRT-related features and technologies, including
raised (accessible) platforms at designated stops, traffic signal priority, dedicated branding of
routes, and very frequent headways. Port Authority is considering a fourth BRT corridor between
downtown Pittsburgh and Oakland, which is a secondary employment, retail, health care, and
education node several miles from the Pittsburgh city center.
In Philadelphia, the Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) and the City of
Philadelphia Office of Transportation and Infrastructure Systems (oTIS) have partnered to
implement elements of BRT—delivering greater transit efficiency, convenience, and speed—without
using a dedicated right-of-way. SEPTA launched its “DIRECT BUS” in 2017 along Philadelphia’s
heavily traveled Roosevelt Boulevard corridor. The service makes use of dedicated branding, highcapacity vehicles, limited stops, intelligent transportation systems (ITS) technology, frequent
service, and amenities at passenger stops. DIRECT BUS has cut transit travel times in mixed traffic
by almost a third; trip times are very competitive with those taken in a private automobile.
Elsewhere in the United States, a total of 60 other BRT facilities are in operation—mainly in major
metropolitan areas including Boston, Honolulu, Kansas City, Las Vegas, Los Angeles, New York
City, Portland, and Seattle. An additional 33 facilities are in the formal planning stages in such
urban areas as Chicago, El Paso, Jacksonville, San Jose, and Salt Lake City.
Internationally, the world’s first BRT implementation was the Rede Integrada de Transporte
(Integrated Transportation Network) in Curitiba, Brazil, which was placed into service in 1974. As of
March 2018, a total of 166 cities on six continents have implemented BRT systems, accounting for
about 3,050 miles of infrastructure. Continuing forward from the Rede Integrada de Transporte,
Latin America continues to be a leader in BRT operations, with Brazil, Colombia, and Mexico all
distinguished by daily BRT ridership measured in the millions of people. China and Iran are also
characterized by similar levels of daily BRT ridership. Currently, the world’s most extensive BRT
system operates in Jakarta, Indonesia, with about 156 miles of infrastructure connecting parts of
the city.

First Applications in Centre County
North Atherton Corridor – Though there are no true BRT facilities in Centre County, CATA has
implemented several service elements commonly associated with BRT throughout its system in
general, and along the North Atherton Street corridor specifically. These elements contribute to
enhanced mobility, improved operations, and a significant mode share through the most heavily
traveled corridor in its service area.
Particularly during Penn State University fall and spring semesters, CATA operates very high
service frequency along the North Atherton Street corridor through a combination of its A, G, N, V,
and W routes. For a rider traveling North Atherton Street to and from the Penn State campus,
without regard for the specific route taken, service can be as frequent as every 5-10 minutes during
peak morning and evening periods.
Along the North Atherton Street corridor, and throughout its service area, CATA’s fixed-route fleet is
comprised predominantly of 35- and 40-foot low-floor transit buses manufactured by New Flyer and
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Gillig. These low-floor vehicles—with kneeling capability—speed the boarding and alighting process
for all riders, but especially for those who have mobility limitations and/or use mobility devices.
In early 2011, transit signal priority (TSP) was implemented as part of a larger traffic signal
improvement and coordination project at 18 North Atherton Street intersections spanning Patton
and Ferguson townships and State College Borough. The system is activated by emitters placed
on board every CATA fixed-route vehicle. It does not preempt a red signal, but holds a green signal
for a limited amount of time to allow a transit vehicle to clear the intersection, thereby decreasing
delays and increasing on-time performance. A project after-study noted increases in transit on-time
performance between 1.7 percent and 11.8 percent, depending on route. These improvements,
however, were primarily attributed to signal coordination rather than implementation of TSP.
A more advanced BRT system linking downtown State College and the Penn State University
campus with housing, retail, and commercial trip generators to the north has been listed in previous
long-range transportation plan documents as a “project for future consideration,” but has not
advanced past the conceptual stages.
Downtown State College / Penn State University Campus – At the present time, just under half of
CATA’s fixed-route ridership comes from its four integrated campus routes. The Blue and White
loops provide circulator service around the Penn State Campus and Downtown State College. The
Red Link operates east–west across campus, between Innovation Park and West Campus via
Curtin Road and Park Avenue. The Green Link provides additional service along the more heavily
traveled portion of Curtin Road between Beaver Stadium and North Atherton Street.
All four campus routes provide fare-free service to riders, the result of a partnership between CATA
and Penn State University through which hours of service are purchased in quantity at a rate
negotiated between the two entities. Because campus route riders need not pay a cash fare or
furnish a magnetic stripe pass, the boarding process is expedited, and bus dwell time is reduced.
Low-floor vehicles and a high level of service frequency—similar to the North Atherton Street
corridor—combine with fare-free service to allow CATA to move large numbers of riders quickly and
efficiently.

Actions and Planning Implications for Centre County
Need and Purpose – Given the scarcity of transportation funding within the region, establishing a
robust statement of need and purpose for the implementation of BRT or deployment of related
features will be critical to funding competitiveness and operational success. CATA assumes a very
high mode share within the North Atherton Street corridor, so implementing a modified version of
BRT—or BRT-related features—is one potentially viable path to further improving transit
operations, speed, and convenience within the corridor while containing project costs to the
greatest possible extent. As incremental implementation of individual features associated with
BRT—for both the North Atherton Street corridor and within other portions of the service area—
seems a viable outcome, it may be useful to examine other systems as well as CATA’s current
operations to determine a reasonable cost-benefit ratio for each of these elements.
Right-of-Way – The acquisition and improvement of dedicated right-of-way for BRT within Centre
County seems unlikely under current conditions. However, there may be ways to use existing rightof-way more efficiently in order to implement elements of BRT to improve bus dwell time, running
time, efficiency, and capacity. A reversible bus lane, oriented to the prevailing direction of traffic
during peak commute hours and special events, is one such potential improvement. Both CATA
and the CCMPO should be encouraged to examine methods by which CATA’s important role in
mobility within the North Atherton Street corridor and other corridors can be further supported, and
possibly expanded, given existing right-of-way constraints. Moreover, there is a desire on the part
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of local elected officials to see BRT implemented without undue disturbance to the recent drainage
and paving improvements to North Atherton Street.
Funding – A phase-out of the CCMPO’s eligibility for funding under the Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality (CMAQ) program, based upon air-quality conformity status, places an additional
pressure on identifying potential funding sources for the implementation of BRT or related features.
Going forward, such projects will face a higher level of competition and scrutiny when measured
against other road, bridge, and transit fleet replacement and expansion projects as part of the LRTP
and TIP processes. Adopting BRT-related features incrementally within existing right-of-way could
provide the benefit of improved operations and service, while keeping project costs more
manageable.
Ownership and Maintenance – Incremental implementation and refinement of some of the features
most commonly associated with BRT—such as larger vehicles, fare collection systems, signal
priority, enhanced stops, and advanced technologies—would be fully consistent with CATA’s
current ownership and maintenance practices. Utilizing current right-of-way more effectively would
likely require that a new set of core competencies and regional partnerships be developed. This
specific issue may warrant further study by CATA with potential support from the CCMPO.
Performance Metrics – As both federal and state governments continue to move toward
performance-based planning and programming, both predicted (pre-implementation) and actual
(post-implementation) measures of BRT or BRT feature utilization, such as on-time performance,
operating speed, stop dwell time, cost-benefit ratio, and the like will be useful in assessing the
potential and tangible return on investment, as well as the competitiveness of BRT projects when
compared to other types of transportation projects.

Potential Future Developments
Articulated Buses – In 2017, CATA’s “Assessment of Articulated Bus Utilization” was completed.
The purpose of this assessment was to analyze the implications of, and provide recommendations
for, articulated bus service on corridors within CATA’s service area. The assessment determined
that articulated bus service is both warranted and recommended within the service area.
Accordingly, CATA is engaged in the procurement of several 60-foot, natural-gas-powered
articulated vehicles. As these vehicles are placed into service, they should both relieve
overcrowding on heavily traveled corridors and speed the alighting process at key stops.
Fare Collection Technology – CATA’s “Analysis of Fare and Contract Structures and Policies” – to
be completed by the end of 2020 – encompasses, among other elements, “recommended next
steps in terms of procurement, installation, and use of fare hardware and equipment,” and “new and
emerging alternatives for fare media, relative to CATA current fare hardware and equipment, as
well as any future recommendations.” It is possible that such recommendations from the project,
should CATA decide to move forward with implementation, may result in fare media and collection
technology that will expedite the boarding process throughout the system.
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) Regional Operations Plan (ROP) – At its
June 2019 meeting, the Centre County Metropolitan Planning Organization (CCMPO) Coordinating
Committee adopted the 2018 Central Region ROP. As part of this plan, Long-Term Project #5
specifies the upgrade of signal controllers at 29 intersections (including along North and South
Atherton Street) for the purposes of integrated corridor management. These improvements are
expected to improve corridor operations and reduce delay. The ROP notes that the North Atherton
Street corridor features transit signal priority that must be maintained. As part of this project,
however, it may be possible to further optimize the functionality of signal priority within the corridor
to yield greater benefit to public transportation and the community. This could be accomplished by
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linking signal priority to other available information, such as passenger load and schedule
adherence.
PennDOT Fixed Route Intelligent Transportation System (FRITS) – In partnership with Avail
Technologies, Inc., of State College, PennDOT is sponsoring a public transportation technology
upgrade for 32 Pennsylvania transit systems, including CATA. Though CATA has already deployed
a high level of technology through its own Advanced Public Transportation Systems (APTS)
initiative, it is possible that further upgrades may facilitate quicker fare collection or other
operational processes; these may reduce dwell times and running times along all corridors within
the CATA service area.
Other Corridors and Locations – Although North Atherton Street is the most active transit corridor in
the region (also the most heavily traveled highway corridor), other corridors and locations may
warrant BRT-associated elements in future years. For example, ridership east of downtown State
College has been growing with the establishment of both student and workforce housing, and with
associated retail and commercial growth. Moreover, transit signal priority for the College and
Beaver Avenue corridors has been proposed during previous LRTP cycles, as has a queue-jump
feature for transit vehicles near the College Avenue and Allen Street stop.
BRT or Modified BRT Corridor – As described above, the North Atherton Street corridor already
features, or will shortly feature, many of the individual attributes that make up a BRT corridor.
Moreover, other corridors within the CATA service area may benefit from the same or similar
attributes. CATA—with potential assistance from the CCMPO—desires to further examine how
these features may be pulled together to yield a cohesive and lasting benefit to transit operations,
speed, convenience, and overall congestion mitigation.

First-Mile/Last-Mile Mobility
“First-mile” and “last-mile” connections describe the very beginning and/or end of an individual trip
made primarily by public transportation. In most cases, people walk to and from transit if feasible.
On either end of a public transit trip, however, the initial origin or final destination may be difficult or
even impossible to access by a short walk. In these situations, other modes of transportation, or
other improvements, may come into play.
For example, a traveler may easily access their local train or bus station from home on foot, but
after de-boarding, may encounter very real challenges in reaching the final destination. The
destination may be too far to walk to from the station, or pedestrian facilities may be lacking. Some
readily accessible form of connection is needed to the final destination. First-mile/last-mile issues
apply to any mode of transit.
Though the generally accepted standard for transit access by walking is ¼-mile, transit planners
must be cautious about assessing a potential rider base by simply drawing a radius around transit
stops. Geographic or infrastructure barriers may prevent walking to transit; sidewalks, for example,
may be inadequate or non-existent, or fences may block the shortest path. Mitigating or eliminating
these barriers can greatly improve and facilitate transit access.

State of the Practice
Some of the most innovative communities are currently addressing first-mile/last-mile
considerations in the following ways:
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Pedestrian Improvements – Transit systems regarded as most successful in addressing firstmile/last-mile considerations have stops that are connected to dense residential areas and other
major trip generators by well-developed pedestrian networks, which are compliant with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 to provide mobility for persons with disabilities. The
Maryland Transit Administration (MTA), for example, works closely with local jurisdictions to
improve sidewalks and crosswalks, particularly in the vicinity of key transfer facilities. These are
essential to facilitate passenger experiences that are safer and more comfortable.
Cycling and Scooters – Bicycling can greatly extend the range of mobility and improve access, if it
is safe (or even possible) to ride between a point of origin and the boarding stop, and between the
de-boarding stop and the final destination. The provision of high-quality bike parking at key stops
and stations often also helps to increase transit utilization. Additionally, transit agencies may
provide bicycle racks on the front of buses, and may even allow bikes within a bus or rail car to
promote multimodal trips. Foldable bicycles are growing in popularity with commuters in some
areas, and may be allowable where standard bikes are not. Moreover, bike-sharing programs can
play an important role in helping users access transit stops and final destinations. More recent
growth in scooter-sharing programs has the potential to convey similar benefits in terms of using
wheeled devices to extend access and mobility.
Wayfinding – Information is not a physical connection, but is critical for transit users to successfully
navigate a system. Wayfinding can consist of a city-wide visual style for signs directing individuals
to common destinations, or can be as simple as a straightforward, easily readable bus schedule
pamphlet. It can also include mobile applications or “apps,” the best of which tend to integrate
transit information with other transportation options, such as walking, biking, transportation network
companies (TNCs), microtransit, taxis, and/or car sharing. Information is often best presented as if
the reader is unfamiliar with the area to accommodate visitors and newcomers, in very simple form.
Local and Connector Transit – In many areas successful at addressing first-mile/last-mile
considerations, local transit connections to regional transit include shuttle buses or local fixed-route
service with strategic stop placement and spacing. For example, Emeryville, CA, provides a free
bus shuttle system connecting to the nearest Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station. Connecting
local and regional service can be challenging. If local and connecting service is infrequent, long
waits for transfers can make the service unattractive to potential passengers. Timing local service
to connect, or even wait for, regional service is an option, but may decrease reliability elsewhere
within the route network.
Taxis and Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) – Taxis can possibly be utilized as an
alternative for first-mile/last-mile connections. While taxis proliferate around airports, hotels, and
nightclubs, their role in conjunction with public transit is somewhat less clear. In some areas,
transit agencies have entered into partnerships with taxi services to enhance and supplement
transit access. In other areas, especially in tourist centers and warmer climates, "pedi-cabs"
(bicycle taxis) can also provide these connections over a comparatively smaller area. Similar in
nature to taxis are TNCs such as Uber and Lyft. These entities match vetted drivers with potential
riders in an individualized transportation system. Although the ability to directly integrate this newer
alternative with the transit network remains in somewhat in question, mapping and other
applications have already successfully illustrated linkages between the two. Transit planners
continue to examine and test methods by which to further increase and utilize these linkages.
Car Sharing – Car sharing companies such as ZipCar, Enterprise CarShare, and others can
provide an additional level of connection and flexibility in communities seeking to address firstmile/last-mile considerations, though they tend to be more prevalent in larger urban areas.
Availability of shared cars around major transit stations can allow transit riders to reach their final
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destination more conveniently. Car-sharing, however, is probably most practical in addressing firstmile/last-mile considerations for occasional transit users and for passengers of long-distance
modes such as intercity rail. Further research is needed to ascertain the existing as well as the
most effective linkages between public transportation and car-sharing.
Microtransit – These services are enabled by mobile app technology, in a similar manner to the
technology underpinning TNCs. The mode of operation is also somewhat similar to TNCs. In
microtransit, a van or smaller bus owned or operated by a public transit agency offers more flexible
routing and on-demand scheduling within a set service area. Within this service area, a potential
passenger will often use a mobile app to schedule a mutually agreeable pick-up time and location,
as well as a drop-off location; the service itself functions as a hybrid between fixed-route and
demand-responsive modes. In the U.S., public transportation agencies are experimenting with
these more on-demand, shared, and dynamic models to augment traditional fixed-route bus and
train services. For example, CATA rolled out its CATAGO! microtransit service in early 2020.
Zoning and Density – Although outside the direct control of most transit agencies, zoning and
density impact the manner in which transit agencies deliver service, and the effectiveness of those
services. In certain areas, a light rail or major bus line may be better able to serve the full potential
customer base because higher density of development and an appropriate mix of land uses place
more individuals within walking range of transportation services. Moreover, planning and operating
park-and-ride capacity at major stations can encourage some users to make a comparatively short
drive and then use transit for the majority of their trip. Columbus, OH, and numerous other
jurisdictions have demonstrated that cooperation among transit agencies and local governments to
encourage density and a suitable land use mix around transit stops can be highly effective in
encouraging transit ridership.

First Applications in Centre County
In Centre County, first-mile/last-mile considerations are currently addressed using the following
local techniques:
Pedestrians – All Centre Region municipalities—as well as some local municipalities outside of the
Centre Region—have some form of sidewalk ordinance requiring pedestrian facilities along public
streets. Moreover, CATA participates on an advisory basis in the local land development approval
process with the Centre Region municipalities as well as many outlying municipalities. This
provides both CATA and local governments with a mechanism to remove barriers to and from
transit stops through pedestrian improvements that are mutually agreeable to the transit agency
and the local community. These improvements provide safety, comfort, and accessibility to all
pedestrians, not just those who are also transit passengers.
Cyclists – Where is convenient and safe to do so, bicycling helps to extend the capture area of
transit beyond the area of walkability. Not only is the Centre Region designated as a bronze-level
“Bicycle-Friendly Community” by the League of American Bicyclists, but outlying Centre County
contains a number of high-level bike facilities as well, with several of these facilities instrumental in
connecting Centre County to other portions of Pennsylvania. These accommodations facilitate
access to transit stops throughout our region. Moreover, CATA provides bicycle racks on the front
of all fixed-route and microtransit vehicles. Bicycle parking at key transit stops within Centre
County can be somewhat lacking, although such parking does exist in close proximity to a number
of transit stops on the Penn State University campus. Further, a bike-sharing program was
implemented on the Penn State University campus and in downtown State College, although the
program provider (Zagster) suspended all U.S. operations in June 2020.
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Wayfinding – Centre County is especially well-positioned in terms of displaying and distributing
digital and physical information with respect to transit availability, with CATA providing a range of
wayfinding options for both new and regular customers. The agency makes current information
available via Google Transit, which not only illustrates transit options, but also details first-mile/lastmile pedestrian, bicycling, driving, intercity bus, and airline options. CATA’s Ride Guide contains
detailed schedule information, route maps, and passenger tips to assist riders in navigating the
system. Moreover, all bus stops are clearly marked using recognizable CATA logos, colors, and
emblems. CATA employs the TransLoc app to assist riders in using microtransit service. Perhaps
most importantly in the current operating environment, CATA offers its own proprietary app in
conjunction with Avail Technologies; this app shows bus locations in real time and offers trip
planning features.
Local and Connector Transit – CATA covers most of its key stops and transfer points by connecting
local community service with high-frequency service to the campus of Penn State University and
downtown State College. This high-frequency service often operates on such a short headway that
physical schedules and long wait times are not required. However, because CATA’s fixed-route
network primarily operates on a “hub-and-spoke” system, traveling between two outlying points may
require a transfer and not be as direct or efficient as a private trip. The agency provides convenient
connections to intercity bus services such as Greyhound and Megabus, but does not currently
provide a fixed-route connection to the University Park Airport. No formal park-and-ride locations
exist within Centre County, but several smaller informal clusters are served by fixed-route,
vanpooling, and ridesharing services.
Taxis and Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) – Although the launch of TNCs in the State
College area has correlated with the decline of taxi service, both modes continue to provide
possibilities for partnership with public transportation. CATA’s recent “Evaluation of Alternative
Service Models for Areas of Low Population Density” study suggested a potential taxi or TNC
voucher program for residents living outside of CATA’s core service area. Such a program has not
been implemented but may warrant consideration, given the potential to bring taxis, TNCs, and
transit services from an environment of strict competition to one of more mutually beneficial
cooperation. In order for this to happen, however, a number of specific regulatory, contractual, datasharing, and funding considerations would need to be investigated and addressed. The State
College area also has a pedi-cab service (Vamos! Lion Chariot) that can connect bus stops with
other locations in the downtown State College area.
Car-Sharing – Car-sharing is currently still somewhat limited in the State College area, so impacts
on first-mile/last-mile considerations are difficult to quantify. Moreover, these services typically
work best as a first-mile/last-mile solution to long-distance services, which are not offered by CATA.
Still, car-sharing continues to operate within the region; it may be useful to examine available data
to determine precisely how these services interface with more traditional public transportation
services.
Microtransit – As mentioned previously within this section, CATA launched its own microtransit
service—CATAGO!—in early 2020 to serve the Bellefonte area, and to connect the Bellefonte area
with several key locations closer to State College. This service combines a fixed-route transit
model with elements of demand-responsive transit, as well as with elements of local and connector
transit and TNC service as described above. Because the service is still in its early stages, a long
record of reliable ridership data does not yet exist. Limited early ridership data, however, seems to
suggest that this more flexible service is gaining market share, and playing a noteworthy role in
improving mobility both within the Bellefonte area and between the Bellefonte and State College
areas.
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Zoning and Density – CATA enjoys strong working relationships with local municipal and Centre
County governments in terms of voluntary participation in the land development plan review
process. As part of this relationship over the last 25+ years, CATA has been successful in
negotiating improved transit access, as well as complementary pedestrian and bicycle facilities, as
part of both new land developments and property redevelopments. The agency has also been
effective in establishing improved transit stops with bus pull-off areas, stop pads, shelters, real-time
signage, and other amenities. Such improvements very often correspond to locations where
appropriate density of development and mix of land uses help to enhance transit ridership and
overall mobility. This advisory relationship has resulted in the elimination or mitigation of a number
of potential barriers to transit usage within the region.
It is important to note, however, that this long-standing relationship is largely advisory and
voluntary, backed up in only limited and rare instances by local ordinance. This means that not all
worthwhile improvements are pursued as part of a new development or redevelopment. Moreover,
sometimes improvements are necessary to an existing development, even if the property is not
being redeveloped. In such cases, it is critically important that CATA be able to maintain an
appropriate budget to implement and maintain improvements that cannot be addressed through
cooperative work with local governments and developers. Examples might include expansion of a
bus stop pad area or sidewalk connections, or placement of a shelter, at or near a location that is
experiencing growth in ridership and utilization.

Actions and Planning Implications for Centre County
Multimodal Focus – Public transportation is a documented, contributing factor in improving mobility
and reducing congestion within Centre County, particularly within the Centre Region and the
immediate surrounding area. State College is one of the most transit-intensive urban areas of any
size within Pennsylvania and the United States, in terms of transit trips taken per capita.
Nevertheless, traditional transit services are not available in all portions of Centre County, or even
the Centre Region. Real first-mile/last-mile challenges and barriers to accessibility continue to
exist. Additional modes and service offerings continue to grow in their ability to meet these
challenges and barriers. To the extent that traditional transit can be successfully and appropriately
integrated with these additional modes and offerings, transit utilization will continue to grow, overall
regional access will continue to improve, and mobility options will increase.
Funding – There are specific ways in which transit funding affects the ability to more effectively
respond to first-mile/last-mile challenges. First, the mix of available funding at the federal, state,
and local levels favors maintenance of existing services, and new funding streams for additional
needs in expansion areas is difficult to generate. The current legislative environment in
Pennsylvania, for example, does not support locally generated fees and assessments for such
additional services. Second, the region is growing in population; new high-density development
has taken place outside of the core CATA service area, or within corridors where service is already
well over reasonable capacity. Both scenarios require funding for expansion, either in the form of
significant additional service hours, or in the form of additional rolling stock—along with the space,
workforce, and materials necessary to maintain that rolling stock. At a very basic level, regional
providers need a mechanism to generate and utilize additional funding to both maintain existing
services and assets and expand these services and assets as appropriate to better cover firstmile/last-mile needs.
Encouraging Appropriate Zoning and Density – As also previously noted within this section, transit
services tend to perform better in terms of mode share—and are more accessible to individual
riders—when operated in close proximity to sufficient population and development density, as well
as an appropriate mix of land uses. Other factors being equal, these elements work in favor of
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transit within the CATA service area. The Centre Region growth boundary and sewer service area
tend to steer new development closer to locations where current development and services (such
as transit) already exist. Moreover, varying types of land uses are all provided for and thoughtfully
distributed within the CATA service area. Given limited budgets for public transportation and other
public services, it makes sense to locate future residential, commercial, and office development—
particularly those anticipated to generate a large number of daily trips—as close to existing
infrastructure as is practical.
Cost/Benefit Analysis – Because upgrades to bus stop areas, bicycle parking, and/or pedestrian
infrastructure are periodically required beyond what can be provided for through the development
plan review process, it is critically important for CATA and local governments to appropriately weigh
the cost of such improvements against the number of users (or potential users) who may benefit, as
well as against the significance of the first-mile/last-mile challenge being addressed, or the mobility
barrier being removed.
Integration of Technology – CATA has expressed interest in pursuing a “Mobility as a Service”
concept that better links traditional fixed-route transit services with other CATA services, and with
other modes and service offerings such as intercity bus, bicycling, car sharing, taxis, and TNCs.
This concept may be centered on one or more “mobility hubs” within the region. The degree to
which such a concept can be successfully deployed rests heavily not only on better connections
between the actual modes of transportation themselves, but also on the extent to which the mobile
apps associated with each of these types of transportation can be coordinated to better provide
scheduling and use information. The Google Transit feature (in which CATA participates) provides
one good example of such integration. A more localized app might include Google Transit features
combined with elements of CATA’s fixed-route and microtransit apps, bike sharing and car sharing
apps, intercity bus and TNC apps, and the like.

Potential Future Developments
Electric Scooters – Scooter programs have been established in other locations worldwide, including
the U.S., with varying degrees of success. They might be expected to provide a range of travel
similar to personal bicycles and bike-sharing programs, with ranges greater than that of
pedestrians, and shorter than that of TNC patrons and car-sharing program participants. As of the
writing of this document, electric scooters are not yet legal in Pennsylvania, and thus have not yet
become established in Centre County, though Penn State University and several local jurisdictions
are watching development closely. What such a program might look like once established remains
somewhat unclear. If scooter abandonment, passenger safety, and other similar concerns are to
be successfully mitigated, however, it seems clear that state and local regulation will play a
significant role, as will the specific firm ultimately chosen to administer the program. It is especially
important that individual regional jurisdictions attempt to come together on a single provider and set
of rules should scooters become available within the area.
Expanded Car-Sharing – With Penn State University hosting Enterprise CarShare, and ZipCar
having limited availability in the rest of the State College area, car-sharing holds a relatively low
market share relative to overall regional mobility. Should one or both of these programs begin to
grow and expand, however, additional data may become available in terms of the interface with
public transit, as well as with other modes of transportation. Moreover, car-sharing may exhibit
growth in the region as preferences shift to owning fewer family automobiles for daily use. Should
this turn out to be the case, there will almost certainly be corresponding impacts to public
transportation ridership and utilization.
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Expanded Bike-Sharing – As with car-sharing, bike-sharing also holds a relatively small market
share relative to overall regional mobility, although limited availability does exist on the Penn State
University campus, and with small individual corporate fleets. Further, should availability begin to
expand, it will almost certainly yield additional data by which the interface with public transit and
other modes of transportation could be examined. Increased bike-sharing within the region could
lead to eventual increased ownership of personal bicycles within the region, as potential users are
able to test the utility of bicycling to their regular trip and begin to build a comfort level. If observed,
this trend may change specific first-mile/last-mile considerations, or real or perceived barriers to be
addressed. It may also change the linkage between bicycle use and public transit ridership and
utilization. As with scooters, consistency in providers and regulations will be critical.
Cooperation with TNCs – As mentioned previously in this section, CATA’s recent “Evaluation of
Alternative Service Models for Areas of Low Population Density” study recommended a taxi or TNC
voucher program for residents living outside of CATA’s core service area. Whether or not such a
program is implemented, it seems reasonable to more closely coordinate public transportation with
increasing TNC availability and utilization. Doing so may help to stabilize the relative mode share
between transit and TNCs, as well as to address some of the barriers to transit accessibility within
the region. It may also help to gain access to the wealth of origin, destination, and travel-time data
possessed by TNC entities, for the benefit of better transportation planning within Centre County.
Expansion of Microtransit – As mentioned previously within this section, CATA recently
implemented microtransit service to serve the Bellefonte area, and connect it with the State College
area. The more flexible, responsive, and personalized nature of this type of service seems to
indicate that, if successful in its current application, the model may be suitable to meet firstmile/last-mile challenges in other portions of the CATA service area as well. Should this prove to
be the case, changes would necessarily occur in CATA’s financial, infrastructure, and operations
strategies.
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This section articulates Centre County transportation priorities to advance the stated goals and
objectives in light of existing conditions. These policies will guide projects, partnerships, and other
actions in the near-term and throughout the planning period.

Highway
Centre County roadways play a critical role in providing mobility via many modes in a safe manner.
The roadway network supports a range of travel needs, from interstate travel to regional and local
access to jobs, medical care, education facilities, retail trade, and recreation opportunities.
The following priorities will help the CCMPO, PennDOT, municipalities, and other stakeholders to
prudently invest in maintaining roadways that are safe, ensure travel time reliability, and have low
impacts to important natural and community resources. The policies are intended to guide decisionmaking in a rapidly changing transportation planning environment that addresses performance
measures, resiliency, demographic change, organizational needs, stakeholder preferences, and
fiscal constraints.
▪

Improve Highway Safety – Improving safety of the roadway system is the CCMPO’s highest
priority goal. The MPO is responsible for working with PennDOT to meet federal safety
performance measures, which include state and locally owned roadway assets and multiple
modes of travel that utilize roadways. The CCMPO adopted PennDOT’s highway safety
performance measure targets, and should continue targeting resources to projects and
programs that will help meet the targets. Planning efforts should include ongoing evaluation
of crash data, identification of potential infrastructure-related projects, and programming
funding to projects that address crash clusters involving motor vehicles, buggies,
pedestrians, bicyclists, and scooters.

▪

Maintain Bridges and Roadway Pavement in a State of Good Repair – The second-highest
priority goal of the CCMPO is to preserve the existing transportation system, including
roadways and bridges. The MPO will work with PennDOT to utilize Pennsylvania’s bridge
and pavement asset management systems to guide investments so that state-owned road
and bridge assets are maintained based on a “lowest life-cycle cost” approach. The asset
management systems are intended to help PennDOT and the MPO ensure that bridge and
pavement conditions on the National Highway System meet federal performance measures,
consistent with PennDOT’s targets as adopted by the MPO, and to ensure that other stateowned roadways and bridges are maintained in a state of good repair. The new asset
management approach will be enhanced as more data about bridge and pavement
condition data becomes available. The CCMPO should also provide planning and financial
support to municipalities to stretch scarce resources and maintain locally owned bridges
and roadway pavements in a state of good repair.

▪

Maintain Travel Time Reliability for Key Corridors – Another high-priority goal for the
CCMPO is the efficient management and operation of the transportation system. Travel
time in key roadway corridors for personal travel and freight movement should be relatively
consistent at different times of the day. The consistency, or reliability, of travel time would
reflect acceptable levels of service on roadway segments and at intersections, and would
indicate that there are few times when congestion becomes particularly severe during peak
periods of travel (rush hour).
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Centre County is an employment, academic, retail, and recreational center for a large
portion of Central Pennsylvania, particularly given affordable housing opportunities that
exist in communities outside of the county. There is significant daily commuter travel from
Blair, Clearfield, Clinton, Huntingdon, and Mifflin counties to employment centers in Centre
County, and travel time reliability is important for employers and employees. Travel time
reliability is also an important factor relative to goods movement via truck, from both the
interstate and local perspective.
The CCMPO adopted PennDOT’s travel time and truck travel time reliability performance
measure targets for the National Highway System, and should continue targeting resources
to traffic operations projects and programs that will help meet the targets. Capacity
enhancements may also be considered where appropriate and when funding is available.
▪

Facilitate Access Relative to Environmental Justice and Title VI – Centre County includes
populations that can have mobility challenges, because of age, gender, national origin,
disabilities, income, race, and/or limited English proficiency. The CCMPO will continue
analyzing how to better serve these populations and to promote participation of all affected
populations in the transportation programming and planning process. The MPO will
evaluate plans and programs to ensure that they do not result in disproportionately high and
adverse human health and environmental impacts on minority and low-income populations.
The MPO will also work with other stakeholders to identify barriers to nonmotorized travel,
and to improve conditions for walking and bicycling.

▪

Improve Connectivity of Modes – Roadways provide the infrastructure that supports both
motorized and non-motorized modes of travel. The CCMPO should encourage the
integration of “Complete Streets” principles and elements in projects on the state-owned
and locally owned roadway systems. These elements will help provide safe access for
pedestrians, bicyclists, persons using mobility devices, and users of other non-motorized
modes, and help make the first-mile/last-mile connection to the public transportation
system. Physical elements may include traffic calming for motorized vehicle travel,
improved crosswalks and ramps to sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and traffic signal operations.

▪

Advance the Use of Emerging Technologies – Given the lack of funding and potential
impact of widening existing roadways or constructing new roadways to provide greater
capacity, emerging technologies can be utilized to improve the operation of existing
roadways and traffic control devices along those roadways. Technologies such as adaptive
traffic signals, connected signals where timing can be adjusted remotely in real time, and
traveler information systems relative to weather and advance incident warning are some
examples that can improve safety and traffic operations. Other emerging technologies that
allow vehicle-to-infrastructure and vehicle-to-vehicle communications are anticipated to be
implemented as part of the movement to connected and automated vehicles. The CCMPO
should partner with PennDOT, municipalities, Penn State University, and other stakeholders
to plan and finance the implementation of emerging technologies. The technology-based
improvements will help the MPO and PennDOT meet safety and travel time performance
measures.

▪

Maintain Fiscal Constraint – The amount of federal, state, and local funding for all modes of
transportation that is projected to be available over the time horizon of the LRTP is
significantly reduced. The evaluation and prioritization of candidate projects and programs,
and ultimately the policy decisions about which projects and programs are advanced to
meet transportation and community needs, will be impacted by fiscal limitations.
Socioeconomic and environmental conditions will also impact decisions about how to
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allocate limited resources. For example, the potential long-term impacts of the COVID-19
pandemic on travel choices and travel patterns may result in reduced transit use, increased
vehicle congestion, and increases in pedestrian and bicycle traffic.
The CCMPO should work with PennDOT, CATA and the CCOT, and other transportation
providers to develop scenarios that can be used to help guide policy decisions about
funding contingencies that both providers may have to address. Providers may consider
building reserves to support the provision of mobility services even when unexpected
events impact travel patterns.
Overall, the CCMPO should continue to plan for advancing transportation improvements in
a fiscally constrained environment. The MPO should work with PennDOT and other
providers on an ongoing basis to identify, investigate, and pursue non-traditional funding
sources that can be used to rapidly activate and advance projects and programs if
opportunities occur.
▪

Support Stewardship of the Environment and Resiliency – Roadways can pose risks to the
environment, both by the nature of the travel that occurs on the road, and the physical
assets that comprise a roadway system. Expansion of a roadway that requires additional
land area may impact plant and animal species, agricultural land, and cultural and historic
resources. Air quality is impacted by vehicle emissions, and noise occurs as a result of
vehicle traffic. The use of anti-skid materials in winter, and stormwater runoff throughout the
year, can potentially impact adjacent lands, surface waterways, and subsurface water
resources. For example, as heavy rainfall events have become more frequent and severe in
recent years, both state-owned and locally owned roadways have been damaged by
washouts and rock slides.
The CCMPO will work with PennDOT to identify potential environmental impacts during
transportation planning activities, particularly relative to maintaining conformance with
federal air quality standards and encouraging the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.
The MPO will also coordinate with PennDOT, local officials, and other stakeholders during
the development of specific projects and programs to minimize impacts to sensitive
environmental features. Attention will be given to plans and funding programs that promote
resiliency of the roadway system relative to stormwater runoff and flooding events.

▪

Strategic Planning – Rapid advances in technology, the requirement for performance-based
transportation planning and programming at the national level, implementation of the
PennDOT Connects process, and increased emphasis on asset management at the state
level in Pennsylvania are all factors which are significantly changing transportation planning
practices. The CCMPO should complete a strategic planning process that will evaluate the
MPO’s current transportation planning practices and operating structure, and potentially
develop a new approach that is more adaptable to rapid changes, and establishes a
framework for being more proactive in working with PennDOT and local officials to program
resources to maintain and upgrade roadway systems.
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Transit
Public transportation plays a critical role in providing mobility, reducing traffic congestion, and
improving air quality in the State College area and throughout Centre County. The Centre Area
Transportation Authority (CATA) transports well over six million riders annually through a
combination of fixed-route, paratransit/demand-responsive, and microtransit services. A significant
number of riders are also transported across county lines over longer distances through ridesharing
services. Moreover, the Centre County Office of Transportation Services (CCOT) covers all of
Centre County through paratransit/demand-responsive service, and also provides selected group
trips across county lines.
The State College area remains one of the most transit-intensive urbanized areas of any size in the
United States, based upon trips taken per capita. In order to continue to accrue the benefits
provided by public transportation, Centre County must continue to maintain and prudently invest in
systems that are safe, reliable, modern, responsive, and adaptable—among other characteristics.
Ridership and demographic information, organizational needs and preferences, stakeholder
interviews, financial capacity data, and the results of recent specialized transit studies (including the
CATA Strategic Plan Update) suggest the following broad and overlapping public transportation
policies to guide sensible transit investments and actions over the planning horizon of the LRTP:
▪

Maintain Adequate Facilities – CATA recently completed a renovation and expansion of its
administrative, maintenance, and bus storage campus into a state-of-the-art facility. The
facility has some room for future expansion. To anchor transit service in the region and
protect this sizable investment, ongoing upkeep of these fixed assets must be adequately
programmed, and regular assessments completed in accordance with transit asset
management reporting requirements and to gauge need for expansion. The CCOT should
follow similar practices, and may find the need to assess facilities in terms of size and
location for current and planned future service levels.

▪

Increase Speed, Reliability, and Capacity Through Key Corridors – CATA carries a
significant mode share in the State College area, especially in the North Atherton Street
corridor, around downtown and the Penn State University campus, and through other key
dense housing corridors. Moreover, the CCOT serves all of Centre County, including the
State College and Bellefonte areas. Increasing the effectiveness of transit in these areas
may involve a variety of operational techniques, including increased service frequency,
elements of bus rapid transit (BRT), intelligent transportation systems (ITS), use of
articulated buses, and other methods to meet current and future demand.

▪

Preserve a State of Good Repair – As mentioned earlier in this section, both CATA and the
CCOT must meet federal transit asset management reporting requirements. This is not only
important in terms of fixed facilities and equipment; it is arguably most important as it
pertains to the fleet of rolling stock for each respective agency. Maintaining a state of good
repair for all capital assets minimizes cost while maximizing performance. In terms of rolling
stock, a state of good repair is particularly important to maintain reliable on-time
performance and avoid missed trips and breakdowns.

▪

Build Core Capacity and Provide for Long-Term Expansion – CATA’s recent “Evaluation of
Alternative Service Models for Areas of Low Population Density” presented a variety of
proposals for mobility outside of the core service area, which—if implemented—would allow
the agency to concentrate a limited fleet of rolling stock where it is most needed. Both public
transportation agencies within Centre County should place a priority on new and innovative
ways to serve riders within their existing service areas. In terms of service expansion, it is

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

114

6. Strategic Directions
expected that both CATA and the CCOT would pursue a process driven largely by data and
public outreach before resources are further deployed outside of the present core service
area.
▪

Enhance Bus Stop Access – CATA will continue to work with—and through—local
governments and developers to ensure that new land developments and property
redevelopments are accessible to transit vehicles and patrons, while acknowledging that
changes and enhancements to this process may be beneficial. Moreover, the agency
maintains a limited budget for stop improvements in cases where the host property is not
being redeveloped. These processes and resulting actions help to address first-mile/lastmile challenges and improve overall mobility. Though CCOT pick-up and drop-off locations
are more decentralized, the aforementioned development review and improvement process
does provide some benefit at larger public trip generators.

▪

Examine and Refine Fare Structures – CATA is currently participating in a consultantassisted “Analysis of Fare and Contract Structures and Policies,” the overarching purpose
of which is to fit a number of different fare offerings into a cohesive configuration. This effort
may include fare changes to better meet what the market will bear or to further build equity,
different fare media offerings, and/or recommendations with respect to fare collection
technology. Moreover, the CCOT has recently reorganized its fare structure. It is expected
that both agencies will continue to evaluate and develop their fare systems and structures to
provide appropriate value while yielding a meaningful offset against operating expenses.

▪

Maintain Cross-Jurisdictional Commuter Service – Centre County is an employment,
academic, and retail focal point for a large portion of Central Pennsylvania. At the same
time, affordable housing opportunities exist in communities outside of Centre County. There
is an especially significant daily commute pattern between Centre County and Blair,
Clearfield, Clinton, Huntingdon, and Mifflin counties. CATA provides for these patterns
through CATACOMMUTE ridesharing services, as does the CCOT through providing group
trips to out-of-county destinations. Both agencies must continue to consider and implement
methods to effectively link Centre County with its neighbors.

▪

Use a Data-Driven Approach to System Analysis and Public Information – As mentioned
previously in this section, both CATA and the CCOT are subject to federal transit asset
management reporting requirements. Moreover, both agencies are evaluated annually by
state regulators on a variety of measures under the provisions of Act 44, and both will soon
be subject to federal safety reporting requirements. As both systems continue to evolve,
they should continue to increase the use of this data in analysis of operations for decisionmaking, and conveying information as to the efficiency and effectiveness of transit to
partners and the general public.

▪

Facilitate Connections Between
Modes – To address first-mile/lastmile challenges and build stronger
connections between systems and
geographic areas—including newer
service offerings such as TNCs and
car-sharing, for example—both
CATA and the CCOT should work
to more closely coordinate
operations with other providers, and
establish operating agreements
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where appropriate to do so. In a very basic sense, this may include transfer agreements,
and technology-based applications such as Google Transit. More elaborate configurations
may look much like the “Mobility as a Service” concept CATA has expressed interest in
pursuing.
▪

Cooperate with Partners and the Public to Support Transit Needs and Goals – CATA enjoys
a close working relationship with member municipalities and contract municipalities. The
CCOT also works very effectively with other divisions of Centre County government. Both
agencies have built successful partnerships with the Centre County MPO, PennDOT, state
and federal elected officials, Penn State University, and regional employers. Both are wellregarded by the general public. Each agency, working individually and cooperatively where
appropriate, should seek to further strengthen these relationships to effectively
communicate the value of public transportation, implement improvements, and build
awareness of available services.

▪

Furnish an Appropriate Level of Service to At-Risk Populations – Though CATA maintains a
significant level of “choice” ridership from relatively affluent populations, together CATA and
the CCOT also serve a significant number of riders from “at-risk” populations—those age 65
and older, persons with disabilities, low-income individuals, minority populations, and those
with limited English proficiency, for example. For these populations, public transportation
may provide an especially critical linkage to employment, medical, educational, retail, and
recreational opportunities, as well as supportive services; it may be the only such linkage
available for some individuals. Both CATA and the CCOT should continue to analyze
operations relative to the geographic distribution of these populations, taking care to
distribute services equitably and further refining methods by which to meet a number of
unique mobility needs.

▪

Pursue Fare Agreements with Local Entities – CATA maintains very successful fare
agreements with Penn State University and a number of local apartment complexes. The
CCOT has implemented similar agreements with the Centre County Office on Aging and the
Mental Health/Intellectual Disabilities/Early Intervention (MHIDEI) and Drug and Alcohol
offices. Where such agreements can be structured to be mutually beneficial, they can have
the effect of lowering the per-trip cost for the rider, while building ridership and filling
capacity for the transit agency. CATA’s “Analysis of Fare and Contract Structures and
Policies,” which is currently underway, may recommend enhancing and expanding these
types of agreements to increase transit effectiveness, as well as operational and financial
performance.

▪

Support a Responsive and Highly-Trained Workforce – With respect to agencies large and
small—and regardless of mode—the safety, efficiency, and effectiveness of public transit
services depends heavily on the competency and care of the workforce. Transit employees
who are highly trained and supported with development resources plan and administer an
operationally and financially sound system; maintain vehicles in a safe, reliable state of
repair; operate vehicles in a prudent manner; and work to build customer satisfaction.
Employee training and development will assume a particularly high level of importance in
building the next generation of workforce as the current age cohort moves toward
retirement, and as industry principles and practices continue to evolve.

▪

Advance Internal and External Technologies – In the recent past, CATA has implemented
mobile applications and ticketing, operations and planning software, and vehicle tracking
capability, as well as an increasing amount of real-time arrival and departure signage at key
stops. Both CATA and the CCOT have deployed new paratransit scheduling and
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recordkeeping software as part of a statewide procurement. Such innovations are generally
regarded as having a positive effect on the ability to operate and manage transit systems in
Centre County. As the pace of technological advances continues to accelerate, both
agencies must be prepared to evaluate where new developments may have a beneficial
impact, and embrace them where they might fill a strategic purpose for the organization.
▪

Maintain Appropriate Financial Reserves – The level of available federal, state, and local
funding for both CATA and the CCOT is generally flat to slightly increasing on a year-toyear basis, but the possibility always remains for an unanticipated drop in ridership and
revenue, or a significant capital expense without corresponding availability of grant funds.
Each agency should consider methods by which a prudent reserve can gradually be set
aside, to guard against such contingencies, and to postpone the need to borrow money
and/or implement emergency service reductions that may have a detrimental effect on
overall regional mobility.

▪

Pursue Innovative Funding Sources and Cost-Saving Measures – CATA’s adoption of a bus
advertising program within the last several years has presented the agency with a new
source of revenue to offset expenses. Depending on market conditions and potential net
gain for the agency, future expansion of this program may be warranted. Moreover, CATA’s
elimination of paper timetables has partially offset the implementation of additional
electronic wayfinding features. The CCOT’s delivery of hot meals as part of the Meals on
Wheels program creates some efficiencies for Centre County government. Given increasing
scarcity of funding resources, both agencies should continue to examine new potential
revenue sources, and encourage measures that help to maintain operating and capital
costs without sacrificing service quality.

▪

Preserve System Safety and Security – As mentioned previously in this section, both CATA
and the CCOT will soon be subject to federal safety reporting requirements. Although both
agencies exhibit outstanding safety and security records, it is important that both continue to
support safe operations through data tracking, training, technology, and on-road
observations. Systems lacking in safety and security present a barrier to transit use that is
often pervasive and very difficult to counteract. Conversely, systems that emphasize safety
and security encourage ridership, protect capital and human resources, avoid the potential
for costly litigation, boost employee morale, and generally enjoy a more positive reputation
in their community.

▪

Contribute to Improved Air Quality and Sustainability – Both CATA and the CCOT operate
vehicles in revenue service that are propelled by compressed natural gas (CNG). For nearly
25 years, CATA has maintained CNG refueling facilities on-site, and has served as a
resource to other agencies and entities seeking to implement alternative fuel vehicles.
Moreover, by the very nature of grouped trips, public transportation in general promotes
increased transportation efficiency and lower emissions, and reduces needed roadway
capacity. Over the planning horizon of the LRTP, it is expected that CATA and the CCOT
will continue to play critical roles in the adoption of technologies and practices vital to
maintaining air quality conformity and sustainability of the region.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian
Walking and biking play a critical role in the transportation system in the urbanized areas of Centre
County. According to the most recent American Community Survey Data (2014-2018) 8.9 percent
of Centre County resident walked to work and 0.5 percent of residents biked to work. During this
same period, 14 percent of Centre Region residents walked to work and 3.5 percent bicycled to
work.
In urbanized areas walking and biking are considered a viable option to the single-occupant vehicle
and should be encouraged to reduce congestion and improve air quality. Creating a more
continuous and connected bicycle and pedestrian network and educating users about safety and
laws will benefit everyone by providing more options to the traveling public.

Bicycle Policies
▪

Consider Municipal Complete Streets Policies and amend necessary policies, plans, and
ordinances – Municipalities should consider adopting a Complete Streets Policy to ensure
that every transportation project will make the roadway network better and safer for drivers,
transit users, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

▪

Apply for Countywide Bicycle-Friendly Community (BFC) Status – The League of American
Bicyclists (LAB) recognizes communities with noteworthy bike-ability. The Centre Region
has been designated a Bronze-Level Bicycle-Friendly Community and Penn State
University has achieved Silver Bicycle-Friendly University status. BFC status should be
sought at the county level. The LAB provides each applicant a feedback report which
includes recommendations about steps that can be taken to become more bicycle-friendly.

▪

Prepare and Adopt a Countywide Bicycle Master Plan – In recent years several bike-related
studies have been completed for areas in
Centre County. A countywide Bicycle
Master Plan should be completed to
assess needs in all areas of the county
and plan for a countywide interconnected
system of bicycle facilities.

▪

Implement Road Diets in Appropriate
Locations – Evaluate and implement road
diets in appropriate locations to make
streets more efficient and safer for all road
users. The newly created space can be
used for bicycle and/or pedestrian
facilities.

▪

Expand and Upgrade the Existing Network
of Shared-Use Paths – The county’s
existing system of shared-use paths
should be expanded to provide a more
connected network and provide
opportunities for more residents to ride on
off-road facilities. Shared-use paths
should fill gaps in the existing trail system.
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▪

Expand and Upgrade the Existing Network of On-Road Bicycle Facilities – The county’s
existing system of on-road bicycle facilities should be expanded to create a more
interconnected network. Facilities should focus on improving comfort and safety and
evaluate incorporating best practices in bicycle infrastructure (including protected bike
lanes, climbing lanes, bike boxes at intersections, and bicycle signals). In addition to adding
new facilities, existing facilities should be improved and maintained whenever appropriate.

▪

Improve and Expand Bike Signage for the Bike Network – Bike route signs should be
posted along key bike network routes. Signs should include direction and distance to
significant destinations on or near routes.

▪

Adopt Bicycle Parking Standards – Municipalities should consider adopting bicycle parking
standards based on the Association of Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals Bicycle
Parking Guidelines, and bicycle parking should be considered at all public spaces.

▪

Improve Bicycling in Downtowns – In Centre County there are areas where bike facilities
lead into downtowns and then end, requiring cyclists to utilize the street network.
Municipalities should identify routes that traverse downtown areas and provide connections
to key locations in downtowns. Supplemental signage to direct bicyclists to destinations and
identify through-routes should also be considered.

▪

Evaluate and Enhance Safety at Sites of High Concentrations of Bicycle Crashes – Review
bicycle crash locations periodically; evaluate and program improvements.

▪

Increase Bike Access through Areas with Limited Connections – Provide safe and
convenient bike connections through areas that are barriers to cyclists. Barriers include
freeways, highways, roads with heavy vehicle traffic, and narrow bridges.

▪

Develop Procedures for Maintaining Bicycle Facilities – Municipalities with bicycle facilities
should create a schedule for street and trail sweeping, landscape maintenance, repaving,
restriping, and snow removal if applicable.

▪

Review all Projects to Ensure that They Provide Bicycle Accommodation – Review land
development and transportation projects and studies to ensure that bicycles are
accommodated. Projects can provide key bicycle connections to create barriers to bicycle
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travel. Consider developing a bicycle checklist to ensure that all transportation projects
accommodate bicycle transportation. Bicycle considerations should be included in the
planning, scoping, design, and construction phase of projects.
▪

Collect More Data on Bicycle Use and Bicycle Facilities – Collect more data on bicycle use
and facilities as this data can be used in reports to demonstrate the impact of bicycle
improvements. Consider collecting bicycle counts on trails and streets, as well as counts
before and after a bicycle facility is installed.

▪

Educate Bicyclists about Safe Bicycling – Educate bicyclists about traffic safety and
compliance with Pennsylvania bicycle laws. Materials should emphasize the importance of
helmet usage and using lights at night.

▪

Educate Motorists about Safe Operating Behavior around Bicyclists – Educate motorists
about bicycle safety through media campaigns and distribution of written materials.
Consider an education program for professional drivers such as taxi cab, bus, and truck
drivers.

▪

Expand Distribution of Bicycle Facility Mapping – Expand distribution of existing bicycle
facility mapping to a wider audience and ensure the map is easy for residents and visitors to
obtain.

▪

Evaluate and enhance safety on roads with bicycle traffic - Study roads with motor vehicle
and bicycle conflicts and identify potential improvements to increase safety for all users.

▪

Complete a Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) Analysis – LTS aims to describe the
comfort level along and across the existing roadway network and trails for bicyclists and
ranges from LTS 1 (lowest stress facilities ) to LTS 4 (highest stress facilities). The LTS
analysis will help identify improvements to reduce stress levels in the network and remove
barriers to bicycling.

Pedestrian Policies
▪

Apply for Walk-Friendly Community Status – Individual U.S. cities and towns are eligible to
submit Walk-Friendly Communities applications. Designations include Platinum, Gold,
Silver, Bronze, and Honorable Mention. All
applicant communities receive detailed feedback,
which provides a third-party perspective on what
they are doing right, what can be improved, and
actions to consider in the future.

▪

Prepare and Adopt a Countywide Pedestrian
Master Plan – Prepare a countywide pedestrian
master plan that inventories existing facilities,
policies, and ordinances and makes
recommendations about needed pedestrian
improvements in the county.

▪

Launch Safe Routes to Schools Programs – Work
with Centre County Schools (public and private) to
create Safe Routes to School programs that
advance safe walking and bicycling to and from
schools and in daily life. Through a combination of
engineering, education, encouragement, and
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enforcement, Safe Routes to School programs can improve traffic safety, traffic congestion,
pollution, and air quality status. Involvement from other key partners in the community
(CentreMoves, neighborhood groups, parent-teacher associations, and advocacy groups)
should be sought to create sustainable programs.
▪

Implement Road Diets in Appropriate Locations – Evaluate and implement road diets in
appropriate locations to make streets more efficient and safer for all road users. The newly
created space can be used for bicycle and/or pedestrian facilities.

▪

Evaluate Pedestrian Amenities as Part of Roadway Reconstruction Projects – As roadways
are reconstructed, consider constructing sidewalks to fill gaps; bring existing sidewalks up
to current standards and ensure that convenient pedestrian access is provided during all
construction activities.

▪

Expand and Upgrade the Existing Network of Sidewalks – Install sidewalks to make
connections in the sidewalk system. This can be accomplished as part of land development
activities, roadway reconstruction projects, and/or funded with municipal general or grant
funds.

▪

Create a Pedestrian Environment that Accommodates People of All Ages and Abilities – All
sidewalks should be constructed in conformance with the latest Americans with Disabilities
(ADA) guidelines, and should aim to meet standards of universal design to produce
environments that are accessible to people of all abilities. Where sidewalks are not
possible, street design should ensure the environment is safe for walking. One example is
the inclusion of wide shoulders on bridges. Consideration should also be given to street
trees to enhance the walking environment.

▪

Evaluate and Enhance Safety at Sites of High Concentrations of Pedestrian Crashes –
Review pedestrian crash locations periodically; evaluate and program improvements.

▪

Improve Pedestrian Access and Safety at Controlled Crossings and Intersections – Make
safety improvements at signalized intersections where there is significant pedestrian
activity, where there are conflicts between turning motorists and pedestrians, and where
there is a pedestrian crash cluster.

▪

Improve pedestrian access and safety at uncontrolled crossings and intersections – At
uncontrolled crossings and intersections consider
treatments beyond marked crosswalks such as
median refuge islands and pedestrian signals to
improve safety for pedestrians crossing the
roadway.

▪

Create New Street Connections to Maximize
Connectivity – Increase street connectivity to
maximize the functionality of the pedestrian
network. Prioritize connections that can reduce
walking distances to and from transit stops and
activity centers.

▪

Establish Municipal Traffic-Calming Policies as
Needed – Municipalities should consider trafficcalming policies. Traffic-calming is an effective way
to reduce negative impacts from vehicular traffic
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(speed, accident rates, and through traffic on neighborhood streets).
▪

Launch a Pedestrian Safety Campaign – Launch a pedestrian safety campaign. Safety
messages should be broadcast year-round through media outlets including radio, TV,
online, and printed materials.

▪

Educate Motorists about Safe Operating Behavior around Pedestrians – Educate motorists
about pedestrian safety through media campaigns and distribution of written materials.
Consider an education program for professional drivers such as taxi cab, bus, and truck
drivers.

Freight Movement
Freight movement in Centre County is primarily focused on interstate, or through, truck traffic
utilizing Interstate 80. Trucks moving freight between East Coast ports and terminal facilities and
Midwest markets travel across Centre County on Interstate 80. Trucks also utilize Interstate 99 and
Route 322 through Centre County to access Interstate 80. Although businesses and industries in
Centre County do not generate a high amount of truck traffic compared to other counties with
greater manufacturing activities and port and/or terminal facilities, the movement of freight with
local origins and destinations is an important element of the economy in the county.
The Nittany and Bald Eagle Railroad, operating on infrastructure owned by the SEDA-COG Joint
Rail Authority (JRA) in Centre County, provides high quality rail freight service to several
businesses and industries located within Centre and adjacent counties. The use of rail to transport
materials helps preserve road and bridge assets because there is less impact from truck traffic. Rail
service also provides a significant benefit to the quality of life in communities in the county, by
reducing conflicts between trucks and passenger vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists within those
communities.
Goods movement is also facilitated by air freight activities at the University Park Airport, particularly
high-value cargo that is transported by air, and the packages moved daily by FedEx and other
couriers.
The following policies are intended to ensure the safe, reliable, and sustainable movement of goods
to, from, and across Centre County.
▪

Improve Reliability – Freight movement of all modes is affected by capacity restrictions that
result in recurring congestion, and incidents that temporarily stop or delay travel. The
CCMPO should work with stakeholders to address capacity needs and improve incident
response to mitigate the travel time and energy consumption impacts of delays and stopped
traffic. The MPO’s primary focus should be on the roadway system because of its role in
establishing priorities and programming funding for improvements. Truck travel time
reliability on the National Highway System, which includes Interstates 80 and 99 and Route
322 in Centre County, is a federal performance measure that must be addressed by
PennDOT and the CCMPO. The MPO should also work with railroad operators and
customers to facilitate safe and efficient rail freight service.

▪

Maintain Assets and Infrastructure in a State of Good Repair – A frequent challenge for
freight movement is the deterioration of infrastructure that supports various travel modes.
Roads with poor pavement condition and posted or closed bridges pose a particularly high
risk to goods movement in Centre County, given the rural nature of a large portion of the
county and the lack of appropriate alternative routes in the event of a road or bridge
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closure. In keeping with federal performance measures for pavement and bridge condition
on National Highway System routes, and with new PennDOT approaches for pavement and
bridge asset management, the MPO should work with PennDOT to closely monitor
pavement and bridge assets, and program funds to ensure that potential obstacles are
avoided. The MPO should also work with PennDOT and local officials to identify and
mitigate other obstacles on the roadway system, such as inadequate lane widths,
intersection turning radii, and overhead restrictions, particularly in more rural areas that
serve the agriculture and timber industries.
▪

Implement Technology Deployment – New technologies are being implemented in the
freight movement industry, including but not limited to automated vehicle technology that
will allow for truck platooning on major roadways, real-time traveler information, and the
“last-mile” delivery of packages via drone. The CCMPO should proactively plan for the
deployment of new technology, and work cooperatively with other stakeholders to program
funding for the installation and ongoing maintenance and replacement of communications
infrastructure needed to support the deployment of new technology.

▪

Facilitate Connections Between Freight Modes – Although Centre County is not a large
producer of manufactured goods that require inbound movements of raw materials and
result in outbound movements of finished products, there are multiple businesses that
produce large quantities of stone, lime, and agricultural materials for use in various
industries. Other businesses, such as those active in the natural gas industry, require
deliveries of materials in large sizes and/or quantities. Existing transload facilities that allow
the transfer of materials between rail and truck for “first-mile/last-mile” deliveries are an
important part of the logistics chain for certain industries. The CCMPO should work with
PennDOT, local officials, and business stakeholders to facilitate road access to existing and
proposed transload facilities. The CCMPO should also work with stakeholders to ensure
that ground transportation facilities serving the University Park Airport are meeting the
needs of as many stakeholders as practical.

▪

Increase Communication and Coordination with Stakeholders – In order to address freight
movement more proactively, the CCMPO should increase efforts to communicate and
coordinate with businesses, industries, the economic development community, and other
entities with a role in freight movement, including stakeholders in the trucking and rail
industries. Sharing information more frequently will help identify needs before obstacles
arise, and help the MPO, PennDOT, and local officials more effectively align efforts to
maintain assets and meet performance measures with freight movement needs.

▪

Enhance Safety and Security – The movement of freight within and through Centre County
poses a variety of safety and security challenges. Conflicts can occur between large
vehicles moving freight via road and rail and smaller passenger vehicles, buggies,
bicyclists, and pedestrians. Some materials being transported have the potential to
contaminate sensitive natural resources—particularly high-quality streams and groundwater
resources that provide public water supplies—in the event of incidents that result in spills.
With the amount of freight being transported projected to increase on a national level, there
will be greater need for support services, including parking and service areas that are safe
and secure for drivers of interstate trucks. The CCMPO should utilize data and input from
the public, local officials, businesses, and industries to identify existing and potential future
conflicts that compromise safety and security. Given the wide variety of potential conflicts,
the MPO should work cooperatively with PennDOT, law enforcement and emergency
services providers, and other federal, state, and county environmental resource review
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agencies to assist in developing solutions to improve safety and security associated with the
movement of goods.
▪

Improve Access and Reduce Conflicts in Communities – Real and perceived conflicts
frequently occur between trucks and trains, passenger vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and
the public’s quality of life in communities through which freight is moving. The large size of
freight vehicles, speed, noise, hours of operation, and materials being moved are all cited
by communities as negative impacts from goods movement. However, because the
movement of materials and goods is also a key element supporting a vital economy both
locally and nationally, the CCMPO and other stakeholders must work cooperatively to
identify solutions to conflicts.
The MPO can assist by encouraging municipalities to utilize land use management tools
such as comprehensive plans, zoning ordinances, subdivision and land development
ordinances, and water and sewer service plans to direct the location of businesses and
industries to locations with the road and/or rail infrastructure capable of supporting goods
movement and minimizing conflicts. For the agricultural, mining, natural gas and timber
industries that are typically located in rural areas little or no rail access and less suitable
road access, the MPO should work with PennDOT and local officials to develop an
inventory of potential conflict areas that could be addressed by infrastructure improvements,
and also provide support to local officials in identifying tools and approaches that can
address the operational impacts of freight movement that cannot be solved by infrastructure
improvements.

Aviation
The six public-use airports in Centre County provide for general aviation use, commercial airline
passenger service, air freight, and air ambulance services. In addition, the headquarters of the
Pennsylvania Air National Guard’s 112th Air Operations Squadron is located on the lands of the
University Park Airport near State College. Although federal metropolitan transportation planning
regulations do not assign the CCMPO with formal responsibilities associated with the operations,
maintenance, and capital investments for aviation facilities, the MPO does have a role in ground
transportation that serves the airports.
Roadway access to the airports is an important link in the provision of aviation services, including
access for airline passengers, employees, and other individual users; first responders; fuel and
other supply deliveries; and freight movement. The following policies are intended to help guide the
CCMPO’s activities in ensuring that ground transportation is safe and reliable relative to supporting
air and ground operations at aviation facilities.
▪

Maintain Assets and Infrastructure in a State of Good Repair – Deterioration of roadway and
bridge infrastructure that serves aviation facilities may impact the delivery of fuel and other
supplies, and delay first responders during incidents. Because most of the airports in Centre
County are in rural areas with limited roadway access, travel limitations or detours are
particularly high risk because of the lack of appropriate alternative routes. Several of the
airports are served by roadways owned and maintained by municipalities. The MPO should
work with PennDOT and local officials to closely monitor pavement and bridge assets, and
program funds to ensure that potential obstacles are avoided. The MPO should also work
with PennDOT and local officials to identify and mitigate other obstacles that could affect
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ground access to airports, including inadequate lane widths, intersection turning radii, and
overhead restrictions.
▪

Increase Communication and Coordination with Stakeholders – The CCMPO should
increase efforts to communicate and coordinate with airport operators, first responders and
emergency management agencies, and local officials regarding ground access associated
with aviation facilities. Sharing information more frequently will help identify obstacles and
needs, and help the MPO, PennDOT, and local officials more effectively align efforts to
maintain roadway and bridge assets that support air operations.

▪

Participate in Airport Planning Activities – Airport operators conduct periodic planning
activities as required by the Federal Aviation Administration and the PennDOT Bureau of
Aviation. These planning activities can provide key information about current and future
ground transportation needs. The CCMPO should participate in airport planning activities
and integrate input from airport operators and local officials into the periodic LRTP, PA
Twelve Year Program and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) update cycles.

▪

Ground Travel Mobility Options at University Park Airport – The University Park Airport is
owned and operated by Penn State University. Most of the airport lands are in Benner
Township, with a small area located in Patton Township. The airport accommodates a high
level of commercial passenger air service, delivered through a passenger air terminal
owned and operated by the Centre County Airport Authority. Because of the proximity to
Penn State’s University Park Campus and many businesses and industries in Centre
County that form the economic hub of Central Pennsylvania, there is a high demand for
passenger air service. Travelers from a broad geographic area in Central Pennsylvania
utilize the airport.
Ground (roadway) access to terminal facilities, parking, hangars, and other aviation support
facilities is provided by Fox Hill Road, a two-lane facility owned by Benner Township within
the township boundary. The portion of Fox Hill Road adjacent to the airport in Patton
Township is a PennDOT-owned facility. On-site parking for passengers is provided by the
Airport Authority, and users can also access the airport via taxi and ride-hail services,
shuttles provided by hotels and other businesses, and paratransit vehicles operated by the
CCOT. There is no scheduled, fixed-route public transit service to the University Park
Airport.
As demand for passenger air service increases, the CCMPO, Penn State University, Airport
Authority, transit providers, and other mobility providers should coordinate efforts to ensure
that passengers have safe and reliable access to the airport. Because the CCMPO’s
responsibility is focused on roadway infrastructure and public transportation, the MPO may
act as a convener and facilitator of discussions among the various entities.
The CCMPO should also monitor enplanements, general aviation operations, and demand
for other air services at University Park Airport, and coordinate with Penn State University,
the Centre County Airport Authority, providers of air transport, and local officials to identify
and implement improvements in roadway access to the airport.
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Resiliency
Incentive for Action
The CCMPO recognizes the substantial consequences that severe weather events and changes to
our climate pose to our local environment, public health, economy, and lifestyles. Preparing for
climate change and extreme weather events is critical to protecting the integrity of the
transportation system and our financial investments. The Pennsylvania Auditor General reported
that in 2018 climate-related costs to Pennsylvania totaled at least $261 million; that number
includes record-breaking floods and landslides that caused more than $125.7 million in
infrastructure damages.2
According to the Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental
Protection (PA DEP) report The
Pennsylvania Climate Impacts
Assessment 2020 Update,
climate projections generally
indicate that Pennsylvania is
likely to become more
susceptible to some kinds of
extreme weather conditions,
such as flooding and extended
periods of heat. Extreme
weather events present
significant and growing risks to
the safety, reliability,
effectiveness, and sustainability
of transportation infrastructure
and operations across Centre
County.

Purdue Mountain Road in Benner Township experienced
significant road damage due to the October 20 storm, which
FEMA subsequently dedicated $1.2 million for the repairs.

Flooding from unusually heavy downpours can disrupt traffic, damage culverts, and reduce service
life. Flood damage to roads and bridges has been most prevalent in the Bald Eagle Valley. Storms
in October 2016 resulted in over 7 inches of rainfall in many parts of Centre County that damaged
several bridges and roadways.
High heat can degrade materials, resulting in shorter replacement cycles and higher maintenance
costs.

Climate Change and Weather-Related Hazards
The impacts of extreme weather events and a changing climate (such as higher temperatures,
changes in seasonal precipitation, and rain intensity) are affecting the life cycle of transportation
systems and are projected to intensify based on recent climate studies.
Since the beginning of the 20th century, temperatures in Pennsylvania have risen around 2°F and
temperatures in the 2000s have been higher than in any other historical period (Figure 30).

2

PA Auditor General Special Report, Climate Crisis, The Rising Cost of Inaction (2019).
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As Pennsylvania gets warmer it is also experiencing abundant precipitation and an increase in the
number of extreme rain events, defined as precipitation amounts greater than 2 inches (Figure 31).
Average annual precipitation in Pennsylvania has increased about 10 percent in the past 110 years,
and 2018 was the wettest year on record, bringing a total of 63.97 inches of rain.3

Figure 30: Observed and Projected Temperatures in Pennsylvania, 1900-2100

Source CICS-NC and NOAA NCEFI, Environment and Natural Resources

Figure 31: Number of Extreme Precipitation Events in Pennsylvania, 1900-2014

Source: CICS-NC and NOAA NCEI

Extreme events associated with climate change threaten transportation systems and supply chains,
potentially disrupting production and distribution networks required for consumers to access goods
and services. Advance preparation and adaptation can help avoid disruptions and minimize
K. Kunkel and R. Frankson, State Climate Summaries, NOAA National Center for Environmental
Information (2017). https://statesummaries.ncics.org/chapter/pa/ and
https://www.weather.gov/ctp/RecordPrecip2018
3
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impacts. Better planning for infrastructure and site selection, the use of weather-resistant building
materials, increased redundancy of transportation components, and improved post-disruption
recovery planning can provide more security for transportation systems and supply chains.

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Climate change, created by increased greenhouse gas emissions, presents risks to the safety,
reliability, and effectiveness of transportation infrastructure and operations across our region. There
is a strong link between growth in vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
from the transportation sector. More miles traveled directly equates to the combustion of more
gallons of fuel and the release of more carbon dioxide. Emissions of carbon dioxide, a key GHG,
result from the burning of fossil fuels such as gasoline and diesel fuel. Twenty-one percent of the
state’s GHG emissions result from transportation fuel consumption—the second-largest source
sector for GHGs in Pennsylvania, behind electricity production. Environmentally conscientious
planning must consider the implications of potential long-term climate change and the role that
vehicle emissions play.

Climate Action and Adaptation Plans Under Development
Both Bellefonte Borough and municipalities in the Centre Region of Centre County participated in
the PA Department of Environmental Protection Local Government Climate Assistance Program
from July 2019 through June 2020. The program supported the completion of a GHG inventory and
the framework to develop a Climate Action and Adaptation Plan. The goal is to develop a climate
action and adaptation plan that identifies pragmatic, fiscally responsible actions to consider in order
to:
1. mitigate the region’s contribution to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and
2. adapt to changing climate conditions.
The Centre Region, which includes State College Borough and the Townships of College,
Ferguson, Halfmoon, Harris, and Patton, has an estimated population of 96,700 and is roughly 150
square miles of Centre County. Bellefonte Borough has an estimated population of 6,290 and is
approximately 1.85 square miles. The Centre Region and Bellefonte Borough, part of the Nittany
Valley Region, contain 63 percent of the population within 13 percent of the land area of Centre
County. This is the primary urban region of the county (Phillipsburg Borough is also urban).
Bellefonte Borough’s calculated GHG emissions for 2017 were 23,336 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MTCO2e). The calculated
GHG emissions for the Centre Region
community in 2016 were 824,209
MTCO2e.
Transportation accounted for 20 percent of
the urban region’s emissions. Bellefonte
Borough and Centre Region Council of
Governments will rely on the GHG
emissions inventory results to set
emissions reduction targets, identify
tangible actions aimed at reducing GHG
emissions, and measure progress toward
achieving those targets.

Centre County urban region GHG Emissions
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In 2018 the Centre Region and Bellefonte combined Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (DVMT) was
more than 1.2 million miles—31 percent of total DVMT in Centre County. The CCMPO is prioritizing
and developing policies in the LRTP Action Plan that encourage more walkable and transit-oriented
development to help reduce VMT.
Additional strategies such as riparian buffers and green infrastructure need to be identified to help
the region be more resilient to the impacts of climate change. Bellefonte Borough has formed a
Task Force that is working to complete its Climate Action and Adaptation Plan. The Centre Region
Climate Action and Adaptation Plan is expected to have municipal, stakeholder, and public input
and be complete in the first quarter of 2021.
The jurisdictions outside of the Centre Region and Bellefonte Borough, which account for 87
percent of the county’s land area and 60 percent of its DVMT, will have opportunities to collaborate
and identify action items from the respective Climate Action and Adaptation Plans that are relevant
to their region.

Resiliency Efforts Underway
Centre County has several projects underway to
address transportation infrastructure that is failing
due to extreme rain events. Milesburg Borough is
slated for a bridge replacement on Railroad Street
and perhaps the bridge on Front Street. The
borough is in coordination with SEDA-COG Joint
Rail Authority (JRA) as JRA was to resize/replace
culverts under the railroad to alleviate floodwater
backup. The culverts must be replaced before the
bridge work to ensure the problem will be resolved.
Port Matilda Borough had a similar issue, also
involving SEDA-COG JRA's coordination, near the
Borough building where part of the road/tracks
washed out.

PennDOT performed an Extreme Weather Vulnerability Study in 2017 which provides a good
starting point for identifying vulnerable infrastructure (Figure 32). The CCMPO will analyze the
existing information and build upon it with its local knowledge.
Bellefonte Borough and the Centre Region will develop a climate action and adaption plan that
identifies specific strategies to start building more resiliency into those communities. These action
plans will be separate but integrated for the resiliency of the County’s long-range transportation
planning.
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Figure 32: Historic Flood Vulnerability Locations and Risk Assessment
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Understanding that flooding related to extreme precipitation is the weather-related risk with the
most potential future impact on infrastructure in Pennsylvania, Centre County municipalities plan to
take steps to improve and build resilience into the communities. This will include understanding the
likely impacts of an increase in flood events, making smart investments, and ensuring that our
transportation systems are best prepared for future weather events. Many, if not most, effective
resilience strategies create multiple benefits across the community, which makes them very low risk
to implement, even with an uncertain future. Co-benefits might include reduced traffic congestion,
decreased user costs, and increased public safety and health. Resilience strategies that also
address the need to reduce negative impacts to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions should
be a top priority.
▪

Support County Resiliency Planning – The CCMPO will work to connect with the
stakeholders throughout the jurisdictions to support the education and awareness about the
local impacts of our changing climate and the benefits of resiliency planning.
This will assist the CCMPO in broadening the county knowledge base and allow the MPO to
be a partner and advocate for funding to deal with potential flooding challenges. The
premise of education and outreach efforts is that greater awareness will lead to long-term
behavior change.

▪

Identify Vulnerabilities – The CCMPO
will support efforts to track and identify
at-risk transportation-related assets.
This will require understanding the
potential impact to the assets, and it
will be necessary to determine the
criticality of transportation assets, that
is, to what degree do facilities service a
critical function in the network,
economy, or community.

▪

Resiliency Best Practices – The
CCMPO supports improvements to
Centre County and will research and
identify case studies and best practices
that should be considered as mitigation strategies. The wide-ranging list of strategies would
focus initially on those with the highest risks within the county.
Strategies to increase the resilience of the transportation system to flooding will have upfront capital costs, but also represent an opportunity for economic savings if the strategies
can reduce flood-related damage and disruptions. Collaboration will be key for development
of a plan to identify and invest in transportation programs and projects, including best
management practices, that reduce surface runoff and protect water resources.
Residents of Centre County enjoy a high quality of life, with good air and water quality, a
growing system of parks, an expanding network of sidewalks and trails, and accessible
state forest and game land areas that afford many opportunities to enjoy natural resources.
It is important that future transportation facilities and programs have minimal negative
impacts on the natural and built environment. This will ensure that transportation facilities
and programs improve the quality of life by complementing, protecting, and enhancing the
natural and built environment.
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Federal planning regulations 450.324(e) require LRTPs to be financially constrained, and also
require that LRTPs demonstrate how the existing transportation system will be adequately operated
and maintained. Only projects for which construction and operating funds are reasonably expected
to be available are to be included on the LRTP, based on a fiscal constraint analysis included in the
plan.
The CCMPO staff has estimated the amount of revenue from various federal, state, and local
funding sources that is anticipated to be available to advance projects through 2050.
Federal and state funds are authorized and appropriated through legislative actions, and local funds
are appropriated by Centre County, municipalities, and other entities on a project-by-project basis.
Most local funding is necessary to match federal and/or state dollars, although local funds may also
be contributed on a voluntary basis to leverage federal and state dollars and expedite the
implementation of projects.
At the federal level, the U.S. Congress is in discussions about the reauthorization of the federal
Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, which expires on September 30, 2020. One of
the key challenges involved in reauthorization of the FAST Act is how to ensure the long-term
solvency of the federal Highway Trust Fund. Reauthorization proposals have been prepared by the
U.S. Senate and the U.S. House of Representatives, however there is concern that a long-term
reauthorization bill may not be approved until after the November 2020 presidential election.
The following tables provide the estimated funding allocations for highway/bridge and transit for the
30-year horizon of the LRTP 2050. The tables have been revised from previous LRTPs to reflect
current funding sources and allocations, as specified in the financial guidance for the new 20212024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The tables include a base funding section
reflecting federal, state, and local funding sources and a discretionary funding section.
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Table 18: Estimated Funding Allocation for LRTP – Highways and Bridges
Funding
Allocation for
2021-2024 TIP

Funding for
Projects in
2025-2028

Funding for
Projects in
2029-2032

Funding for
Projects in
2033-2040

Funding for
Projects in
2041-2050

Total
Funding
2021-2050

Base Funding Source
Federal National Highway Performance
Program (NHPP)

$10,038,000

$5,978,000

$3,987,000

$7,974,000

$9,967,500

$37,944,500

Federal Surface Transportation
Program (STP)

$6,979,000

$7,857,000

$7,857,000

$15,714,000

$19,642,500

$58,049,500

Federal Highway Safety Improvement
Program (HSIP)

$3,968,000

$3,968,000

$3,968,000

$7,936,000

$9,920,000

$29,760,000

$11,261,000

$13,703,000

$13,687,000

$27,374,000

$34,217,500

$100,242,500

$2,512,300

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,512,300

$34,758,300

$31,506,000

$29,499,000

$58,998,000

$73,747,500

Federal Off-System Bridge

$2,425,000

$2,673,000

$2,673,000

$5,346,000

$6,682,500

$19,799,500

State Bridge

$7,389,000

$8,671,000

$8,654,000

$17,308,000

$21,635,000

$63,657,000

$0

$100,000

$100,000

$200,000

$200,000

$600,000

$9,814,000

$8,771,000

$8,754,000

$17,508,000

$21,835,000

$44,572,300

$40,277,000

$38,253,000

$76,506,000

$95,582,500

State Highway (Capital)
Other Funds (Local) Atherton Street
(Section 153)
HIGHWAY TOTAL

Other Funds (Local)
BRIDGE TOTAL
BASE HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE TOTALS

Total Base Funding

$312,565,300

Discretionary Funding Source
State College Area Connector (SCAC)

$26,000,000

$121,000,000

$160,000,000

$350,000,000

$0

$657,000,000

$775,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$775,000

I-80/I-99 High Speed Interchange

$64,519,000

$64,519,000

$0

$0

$0

$129,038,000

I-80/SR 26 Local Access Interchange

$43,910,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$43,910,000

DISCRETIONARY FUNDING TOTALS

$135,204,000

$185,519,000

$160,000,000

$350,000,000

$0

Rail Crossing (RRX)

Total Discretionary Funding
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Table 19: Estimated Funding Allocation for LRTP – Transit
Base Funding
Source

Funding
Allocation
for 20192022 TIP

Funding
Allocation for
2021-2024 TIP

Funding for
Projects in
2025-2028

Funding for
Projects in
2029-2032

Funding for
Projects in
2033-2040

Funding for
Projects in
2041-2050

Total Funding
2021-2050

FEDERAL FUNDING
Federal Section 5307

$11,708,000

$13,320,000

$12,514,000

$12,514,000

$25,028,000

$31,285,000

$94,661,000

Federal Section 5310

$1,336,900

$1,456,000

$1,396,500

$1,396,500

$2,793,000

$3,491,300

$10,533,300

$500,000

$0

$2,000,000

$2,000,000

$4,000,000

$5,000,000

$13,000,000

State Operating
Assistance - CATA

$25,721,600

$28,516,000

$27,118,800

$27,118,800

$54,237,600

$67,797,000

$204,788,200

State Operating
Assistance - CCOT

$4,550,400

$1,952,000

$3,251,200

$3,251,200

$6,502,400

$8,128,000

$23,084,800

State Discretionary
Capital Programs

$21,163,900

$28,076,600

$30,000,000

$30,000,000

$60,000,000

$75,000,000

$223,076,600

$787,800

$1,754,300

$1,271,100

$1,271,100

$2,542,200

$3,177,800

$10,016,500

$2,615,800

$2,883,900

$2,749,900

$2,749,900

$5,499,800

$6,874,800

$20,758,300

$240,000

$280,000

$260,000

$260,000

$520,000

$650,000

$1,970,000

$2,528,000

$4,600,000

$3,564,000

$3,564,000

$7,128,000

$8,910,000

$27,766,000

$71,152,400

$82,838,800

$84,125,500

$84,125,500

$168,251,000

$210,313,900

Federal
Discretionary
Programs
STATE FUNDING

LOCAL FUNDING
Local Capital Share CATA
Local Operating
Share - CATA
Local Capital Share CCOT
Local Operating
Share - CCOT
TOTALS

Total Base Funding
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Notes and Assumptions:
1) Federal formula allocation funds (Section 5307) are assumed to remain constant at the average
of the 2019-2022 and 2021-2024 TIP funding levels. These funds can be used for capital or
operating projects.
2) Federal Section 5310 funding for paratransit vehicles is allocated on a competitive basis. For
this analysis, funds are assumed remain constant at the average of the 2019-2022 and 20212024 TIP funding levels.
3) Estimates of federal discretionary funds (Section 5309) are based on the amount expected to be
requested by CATA and other project sponsors. Amounts received will vary depending on the
level of funding requested by these sponsors, as well as the competitiveness of projects. Actual
cost of projects advanced with federal discretionary funds will depend on the level of such
funding provided by legislation. These funds are generally used for capital projects.
4) State operating assistance for both CATA and the CCOT is assumed to remain constant at the
average of the 2019-2022 and 2021-2024 TIP funding levels. These funds are used to make up
the difference between the operating costs of the services provided, and the proceeds returned
at the farebox or through service contracts.
5) Estimates of state discretionary capital funds are based on the amount expected to be
requested by CATA and other project sponsors. Amounts received will vary depending on the
level of funding requested by these sponsors, as well as the competitiveness of projects. Actual
cost of projects advanced with state discretionary capital funds will depend on the level of such
funding provided by legislation.
6) State capital and operating shares for both CATA and the CCOT are assumed to remain
constant at the average of the 2019-2022 and 2021-2024 TIP funding levels. These funds are
used to leverage different types of state and federal capital and operating funds.
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Project Solicitation, Selection, and Prioritization Process
Solicitation of Issues and Needs
Public input is part of all LRTPs and influences the list of candidate projects. The CCMPO routinely
receives requests from officials and the public for transportation improvements that far exceed the
amount of funding available to implement projects. The LRTP plan development process provides a
mechanism for discussing requests with the CCMPO Technical and Coordinating Committees.
The LRTP 2050 marks a transition from the past reliance on project request forms to a new focus
on performance measures and asset management data for project selection, as required by the
federal performance-based planning and programming approach. The intent is to enhance asset
management—timely maintenance of existing infrastructure to reduce overall life-cycle costs—and
make performance-based decisions about the allocation of scarce financial resources.
In addition to requests submitted during previous plan updates, part of the LRTP development
process involves soliciting input on new issues and needs. Although project request forms were not
distributed for this plan update, 48 stakeholder workshops were held across Centre County to
identify issues and needs that could be programmed as projects (added to the TIP and/or LRTP
project list) or that would require further analysis. Results of the stakeholder workshops are
summarized in Appendix D.
Many issues and needs were identified. Stakeholder comments were categorized to help identify
candidate projects. Some were found to have already been programmed, but most will require
some additional effort to validate the need. The input also demonstrated the need to investigate
other funding sources to address issues not typically part of an LRTP. Further evaluation and
collaboration with stakeholders will be required to address issues beyond the LRTP.
The CCMPO’s consultant team of Gannett Fleming, Inc./Whitman, Requardt & Associates., LLP
and PennDOT Engineering District 2-0 provided input regarding the initial steps required to
transition to a data-driven, performance-based LRTP project selection process, while considering
stakeholder input. However, because the full complement of necessary asset management and
performance data is not yet available, a mid-term (sooner than five years) LRTP update will be
needed to help integrate the new data-driven approach, while also considering the many issues and
needs identified by stakeholders. For example, while crash data is readily available, additional
analysis is needed to evaluate the types and causes of crashes to determine cost-effective
remedial actions that will help the CCMPO and PennDOT meet safety performance measure
targets. In addition, baseline data about pavement and bridge condition and travel time reliability is
still being generated by PennDOT, and that information is crucial to determining what projects might
be most effective in helping the CCMPO and PennDOT meet performance measure targets.
Figure 33 illustrates the stakeholder-identified issues. The map indicates specific intersections and
locations of concerns as well as problematic corridors. However, the new emphasis on performance
measures financial constraints and financial constraints will combine to limit the funding available to
address all the identified issues.
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Figure 33: Municipal and Stakeholder Issues by Type
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Given the early stages of the implementation of performance-based planning, the information
solicited during the stakeholder workshops and the previous project list from the LRTP 2044 are the
basis for developing a project list for the LRTP 2050.

Project Cost Estimates and Year of Expenditure
The CCMPO, in consultation with PennDOT and CATA, estimated the costs of projects on the
project list in the LRTP. The costs of the highway and bridge projects were escalated 3 percent
annually to reflect a more accurate estimate of cost in the year of expenditure. For projects listed
outside the Twelve-Year Program in the LRTP, the cost estimates reflect the midpoint of the time
period in which the project is listed.
Table 18 and Table 19 provide details about the funding anticipated to be available for highway,
bridge, and public transportation for the life of the LRTP. The funding allocations for the draft 20212024 Centre County TIP are included on the tables.
The costs of the projects included in the LRTP are within the levels of fiscal constraint established
for the LRTP based on the anticipated revenues that is provided by statewide formula used to
provide base federal and state highway and bridge funds for the CCMPO. The amount of base
funding is from the Financial Guidance document prepared for the development of each TIP.
Illustrated on the following tables are the projects along with details about assumptions for allocation
for each funding source.

The Reality of Reduced Funding
The funding allocation estimated to be available for the LRTP 2050 is over 35 percent less than the
allocation for the LRTP 2044, as detailed in Chapter 7. Given that reduction, and because of the
need to incorporate projects that help meet performance measure targets and fulfill asset
management needs, it became very clear that the CCMPO needed to re-evaluate the financial
feasibility of projects in previous LRTPs. High-cost projects and other projects that might not
contribute to meeting performance measures as effectively as others were identified as candidates
to not be carried forward from the fiscally constrained project list in the LRTP 2044 to the LRTP
2050.

Project Evaluation and Update of the LRTP 2044 Project List
The CCMPO is retaining the LRTP 2044 goals and objectives and their respective weighting, with a
few adjustments to meet FAST Act requirements. However, because the reduction in funding
allocation and new focus on performance measures and asset management limited consideration
of new projects, the CCMPO did not employ the project ranking criteria and evaluation process that
was utilized in prior LRTPs to evaluate individual projects. A new project ranking and evaluation
process was determined not to be feasible while performance measures and asset management
approaches are still being developed and supporting data to assess progress is still being collected.
The CCMPO formed a new sub-committee, comprised of members from both the Technical and
Coordinating Committees, to assist staff and the consultant team in developing a new project list.
Sub-committee meetings were held on January 22, June 16, and June 29, 2020, to review
performance measures, fiscal constraints, stakeholder input, and the project list in the LRTP 2044.
Projects on the LRTP 2044 that were already fully funded and completed were removed from the
candidate list for the LRTP 2050. Given the significant fiscal constraints for the new plan, several
large scale, high-cost projects were redesignated as projects “Outside of Fiscal Constraint.” By
removing the high-cost projects from the fiscally constrained project list, many smaller projects can
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be carried forward from the LRTP 2044 and the 2021-2024 Centre County TIP. No new projects
were included on the project list because of the fiscal constraints. Feedback from the subcommittee meetings was used to further adjust the project list.
For many projects carrying over from the LRTP 2044, the rank determined in the previous plan was
closely followed in positioning the project on the fiscally constrained list in the LRTP 2050. Other
factors such as the availability of funding and focus of a project on performance measure targets
were also considered. For example, for highway and state bridge projects, funding has been
committed to address known needs based on the evolving assessment of pavement and bridge
conditions. The CCMPO will continue to work with the District to prioritize pavement and bridge
projects to manage for lowest life-cycle cost. Funding is also included in line items for future
projects that will help meet performance measure targets but are not yet identified.
The CCMPO will monitor funding discussions ongoing at the federal and state levels so that more
accurate assumptions can be made about transportation funding allocations in advance of the
anticipated mid-term LRTP update. The reauthorization of the federal FAST Act is currently being
considered by the U.S. Congress. Discussions are also ongoing in the Pennsylvania State
Legislature regarding future levels of state transportation funding. Discussion at both the federal
and state levels has been clouded by the impacts caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. The stay-athome restrictions caused by the pandemic significantly reduced travel, which in turn decreased
revenue from federal and state fuel taxes and other fees.
The LRTP 2050 project list will be refined in the anticipated mid-term LRTP update as more
information becomes available regarding performances measures, asset management, and federal
and state funding. As that information becomes available, changes may be made in the CCMPO’s
project ranking criteria and evaluation process prior to it being utilized in the mid-term LRTP update.

Level of Service Analyses for 2020 No Improvement (No Build), 2050 Existing +
Committed Improvement, and 2050 Improvement Scenarios
The CCMPO’s consultant team analyzed and compared transportation system performance for the
2020 No Improvement (No Build) scenario and the 2050 Improvement Scenarios using the
CCMPO’s Cube travel demand model. This information was reviewed by both the CCMPO staff and
the LRTP subcommittee before potential future projects were identified. Finally, the team created
year 2050 conditions including the additional planned highway and transit projects, and modeled
the system performance, and compared those results to both current (2020) conditions and the
2050 E+C conditions. The results of these analyses, including comparative performance
measures, is provided in detail in Appendix C.
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Project Lists
The LRTP 2050 project list is presented in individual tables by project type, as summarized in Table
20.

Table 20: Overview of LRTP 2050 Project Lists
Project Type

Fiscally Constrained
List?

Highway

Yes

Highway Projects for
Future Consideration

No

State Bridge

Yes

Local Bridge

No

Public Transportation

Yes

Public Transportation Projects for
Future Consideration

No

Bicycle/Pedestrian

No

For project types that are fiscally constrained, the tables are divided into specific timeframes:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Years 2021-2024 – Represents the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the first
four-year segment of the Twelve-Year Program (TYP)
Years 2025-2028 – Represents the second four-year segment of the TYP
Years 2029-2032 – Represents the third four-year segment of the TYP
Years 2033-2040 – “Out years”
Years 2041-2050 – “Out years”

The CCMPO’s TIP and TYP is rolled up into the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
and the Pennsylvania TYP.
Because the length of time needed to design and construct transportation improvements is often
longer than four years, costs associated with some projects are illustrated in multiple timeframes.
The cost estimates for the project types that are fiscally constrained are based on current year
dollar values that have been escalated to represent the future “Year of Expenditure.” Cost
estimates for the project types that are not fiscally constrained represent current year dollar values.
The tables for the project types that are fiscally constrained illustrate the allocation of federal, state,
and local funding, where applicable. The highway and state bridge project tables also identify the
specific federal funding programs, using the abbreviations listed in Table 21.
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Table 21: Key to Federal Funding Programs Listed in Highway and State Bridge Tables
Abbreviation
NHPP

Federal Funding Program
National Highway Performance Program

APD

Appalachian Development Highway System Program

HSIP

Highway Safety Improvement Program

RRX

Highway–Rail Grade Crossing Safety Program

BOF

Bridge Off-System Program

Along with listing individual projects, the Highway, State Bridge, and Public Transportation project
tables include “Line Items.” Line items represent funding that is not committed to an individual
project, but is reserved for projects intended to meet certain needs. Funding will be allocated to
individual projects as specific needs are identified and individual projects are developed through
collaborative efforts with PennDOT and public transportation operators.
Highway Projects Line Items:
▪ Betterment/Pavement Restoration
▪ Safety Line Item
▪ Funding Commitment for Projects on State Bridge List (includes Replacement,
Maintenance, and Preservation)
State Bridge Line Items:
▪ State Bridge (Replacement, Maintenance, Preservation, & P3)
▪ Local Bridge (commitment of federal and state funds to locally owned bridges)
Public Transportation Line Items:
▪ Operating Assistance
▪ Replacement Vehicles
▪ Expansion Vehicles
▪ Advanced Public Transportation
Systems

▪
▪
▪
▪

Shelters and Amenities
Facility Improvements
Office, Shop, and Maintenance
Equipment
Major Bus and Building Parts

Similar to past Centre County LRTPs, there continues to be a greater demand for transportation
improvements than financial resources available to implement them. Two tables are provided that
illustrate highway and public transportation projects that are important to the CCMPO, but are
beyond the estimated funding allocation for the LRTP 2050. These projects are not included within
the limits of fiscal constraint, but are listed as “Projects for Future Consideration.” Many of these
projects are high-priority, high-cost projects that may be advanced when fiscal resources become
available.
It is worth noting that 15 highway improvement projects that were included in the fiscally
constrained project list for the previous LRTP 2044 were not able to be included in the LRTP 2050
because of the reduction in the funding allocation. The total value of these projects exceeds
$83 million.
The tables for the seven project types are presented on the following pages. Additional information
about several high-cost highway Projects for Future Consideration is provided following Figure 34
Highway Projects.
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Table 22: Highway Project List
Notes:
▪
▪
2050
Map
#

The balance remaining shown at the end of each time period is accounted for in the total allocation for the subseque nt time period unless otherwise noted.
Estimated project costs reflect inflation based upon year of expenditure
MPMS
#

Project Name

Description

Preliminary
Engineering

Final
Design

Phase

Utilities

Right-ofWay

Construction

Estimated
Cost

Adopted 2021-2024 TIP Funding Allocation
1

113890

2

113451

3

76136

4

112588

5

106034

Struble Road Rail Crossing
Warning Device
High Friction Surface
Treatment - HSIP
Route 26//Route 45
(Shingletown Rd.)
Intersection Safety
Improvements
Route 26 Jacksonville Road
Betterment
Route 64/Route 550
Intersection Safety
Improvements
State College Area
Connector

6

112784

7

111453

8

101960

9

114006

SR 3017 High Street
Rail Crossing Improvements

10

3142

I-80/I-99 High Speed
Interchange
Exit 161 Interchange

11

74912

I-80 Bridge Replacements
Over Hubler Ridge Rd. and
Sand Ridge Rd.

12

101961

SR 3014 Atherton St.
Pedestrian and Streetscape
Improvements
SR 3014 Atherton Street
Drainage/Repaving Section
153

Betterment/Pavement
Restoration/Technology
Safety
Bridge Commitment
(includes Replacement,
Maintenance, Preservation &
P3)
SR 3014 Atherton Street
Drainage/Repaving Section
154

Rail crossing improvements on Struble Road near
Route 26 College Ave. in College Twp.
HSIP Program - Repaving of sections of Routes
26, 322, 350 in Rush and Ferguson Twps.

$109,712,848

$100,000

Realignment of intersection and addition of traffic
signal in Ferguson Twp.
Minor widening and improvements in vertical and
horizontal alignment in Marion Twp.

$159,135

$132,613

$212,180

Realignment of intersection and addition of traffic
signal in Walker Twp.
Preliminary Engineering and Final Design
Initial study area includes portions of Benner,
College, Harris, Potter, Spring Twps., and Centre
Hall Boro
Sidewalk and crosswalk improvements near
College and Beaver Avenues, funded with federal
Transportation Alternatives Program funding.
Replace or rehabilitate existing deteriorating storm
sewers and repave Atherton Street from Curtin
Road to Westerly Parkway.
Rail crossing improvements on High St. near the
Port Matilda Boro Municipal Building in Port
Matilda Boro
New high-speed interchange providing free-flow,
direct connections between I-80 and I-99, at the
location of the existing Exit 161. No local access
will be provided at this location.

$10,000,000

NHPP/APD

HSIP/RRX

$7,948,876

$2,167,000

Total

$78,914,898

$375,000

($375,000)

$300,000

$400,000

($400,000)

$5,318,613

$5,318,613

($1,123,556)

($4,195,057)

$6,284,484

$6,788,412

($3,496,928)

($3,291,484)

$3,394,880

$3,394,880

($79,392)

($339,488)

($2,976,000)

$26,000,000

$159,135

State

$375,000

$16,000,000

Replacement of existing bridges carrying I-80 over
roadways in Marion Twp.

$935,000

$935,000

$11,871,157

$12,030,292

$400,000

$400,000

$127,187,925

$127,187,925

$15,913,500

$15,913,500

($26,000,000)

($935,000)
($4,986,508)

($2,314,000)

($992,000)

($3,737,784)

($400,000)

($101,750,340)

($25,437,585)

($15,913,500)

2021-2024 Balance Remaining

$0

$0

$0

$0

2025-2028 Funding Allocation

$5,978,000

$7,857,000

$3,968,000

$13,703,000

Line Item

$10,000,000

Line Item

$2,000,000

25% of NHPP committed to bridges
35% of STP funding committed to bridges

$4,244,450

($1,494,500)

$2,066,694

($2,066,694)

Replace or rehabilitate existing deteriorating storm
sewers and repave Atherton Street from Westerly
Parkway to Scenery Park Drive
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$384,694
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$564,953

$31,506,000

($10,000,000)
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2050
Map
#

MPMS
#

13

93262

SR 26/SR150 Howard
Intersection

14

113550

SR 144 (Runville Road)

Project Name

15

SR 150 (Phoenix Ave
Intersection)

16

SR 144-SR 4005 (I-80
Interchange 147) Intersection
Improvements (STUDY
ONLY)

17

SR 350 Intersection Safety
Improvements

12

Betterment/Pavement
Restoration/Technology
Safety
Bridge Commitment
(includes Replacement,
Maintenance, Preservation &
P3)
Atherton Street
Drainage/Repaving Section
154

Description
Safety improvement such as ITS devices and
signing in Howard Twp.
Implementation of drainage improvements from
SR 150 to Lucas Road in Boggs Twp.
At minimum, the project would implement a
warranted traffic signal at this intersection and
may include a left turn lane on SR 150 if feasible.
Phoenix Avenue’s cross section would be
expanded to include one ingress lane and two
egress lanes (one left turn, one right turn) and
gates would be installed at the railroad crossing.
The project may also include a full realignment of
intersections and a bridge replacement.
This intersection is difficult to negotiate and should
be studied to determine if signalization is
warranted and what other improvements (i.e.
complete streets application, access
management, paint treatments, ITS applications)
could be made to improve safe and efficient traffic
flow.
Implement safety improvements at the Glass City,
Dale Road and Sleepy Hollow Road intersections
with SR 350 in Rush Twp.

Preliminary
Engineering

Final
Design

Phase
Utilities

Right-ofWay

Construction

Estimated
Cost

STP

$89,554

$149,257

$1,984,000

$2,985,652

$400,000

$384,694

$89,554

$149,257

$992,000

$2,015,505

$378,147

$384,694

$289,819

$405,746

$3,775,009

$5,233,415

($5,233,415)

$378,147

($378,147)

$355,368

$380,032

$101,342

$224,726

$2,674,000

($1,500,000)

$3,735,468

($515,505)

($2,674,000)

($355,368)

($706,100)

$916,806

$1,678,734

($1,134,209)

($2,614,662)

2029-2032 Funding Allocation

$3,987,000

$7,857,000

$3,968,000

$13,687,000

Cash Flow from 2025-2028

$916,806

$1,678,734

($1,134,209)

($2,614,662)

2029-2032 Starting Balance

$4,903,806

$9,535,734

$2,833,791

$11,072,338

$8,000,000

Line Item

$1,500,000

25% of NHPP committed to bridges
35% of STP funding committed to bridges

$3,746,700

($996,750)

$11,399,000

($9,119,200)

Replace or rehabilitate existing deteriorating storm
sewers and repave Atherton Street, SR3014, from
Westerly Parkway to Scenery Park Drive

$11,399,000

Total

($2,746,841)

2025-2028 Balance Remaining

Line Item

($2,000,000)

$29,499,000

($8,000,000)
($1,500,000)

($2,749,950)

($2,279,800)

($5,212,144)

$4,785,784

$1,333,791

$792,538

2033-2040 Starting Balance

$7,974,000

$15,714,000

$7,936,000

$27,374,000

Cash Flow from 2029-2032

($5,212,144)

$4,785,784

$1,333,791

$792,538

2033-2040 Starting Balance

$2,761,856

$20,499,784

$9,269,791

$28,166,538

Line Item

$15,152,290

($1,152,290)

Line Item

$13,000,000

($3,000,000)

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

State

$384,694

$378,147

($238,811)

HSIP/RRX

$378,147

2029-2032 Balance Remaining

Betterment/Pavement
Restoration/Technology
Safety

NHPP/APD

$58,998,000

($14,000,000)
($5,000,000)

($5,000,000)
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2050
Map
#

18
19

MPMS
#

Project Name
Bridge Commitment
(includes Replacement,
Maintenance, Preservation &
P3)
SR 3040 Eagle Valley RoadRailroad Ave/Beaver Rd
Intersection (STUDY ONLY)
SR 3014 North Atherton
Street Signals

Description

Preliminary
Engineering

Final
Design

Phase
Utilities

Right-ofWay

Construction

25% of NHPP committed to bridges
35% of STP funding committed to bridges
Remove over-vertical near the intersection and cut
back slope to improve sight distances, possible
slight re-alignment of SR 3040
Improve efficiency of operations through the
corridor by upgrading traffic signals with latest
technology.

$2,652,336
$865,174

$865,174

$1,730,348

$1,730,348

$6,921,392

Estimated
Cost
$7,493,400

($1,993,500)

$2,652,336

($2,121,869)

$12,112,436

SR 3014 South Atherton
Street Improvement (STUDY
ONLY)

21

SR 550 Corridor Safety
Improvements (STUDY
ONLY)

22

SR 550 & Saw Mill Rd
Intersection

23*

SR 26/SR 45 Pine Grove Mills
Intersection

HSIP/RRX

State

Total

($5,499,900)

($530,467)
($9,689,949)

($2,422,487)

($1,353,513)

$1,157,645

$4,269,791

$6,213,583

2041-2050 Funding Allocation

$9,967,500

$19,642,500

$9,920,000

$34,217,500

($1,353,513)

$1,157,645

$4,269,791

$6,213,583

$8,613,987

$20,800,145

$14,189,791

$40,431,083

($2,844,437)

($15,371,413)

($8,992,000)

($4,000,000)

2041-2050 Starting Balance

20

STP

2033-2040 Balance Remaining

Cash flow from 2033-2040

Betterment/Pavement
Restoration/Technology
Safety
Bridge Commitment
(includes Replacement,
Maintenance, Preservation &
P3)

NHPP/APD

Line Item

$18,215,850

Line Item

$22,412,603

31% of NHPP committed to bridges
35% of STP funding committed to bridges
Study to install pedestrian and bicycle amenities
from College Avenue to Scenery Drive, including
street lighting between Hamilton Avenue and
Westerly Parkway and between Allen Street and
Scenery Drive, handicapped ramps, pedestrian
refuge islands, etc.; widen bridge between
University Drive and East Branch Road to
incorporate longer turn lanes, bicycle and
pedestrian amenities; widen street between Allen
Street and Science Street to accommodate turn
lane.
This project consists of the reconstruction of
horizontal curves, vertical curves, possible turning
lane construction, widening and sight distance
improvements at various points along the entire
length of SR 0550. Also consists of the
reconstruction of the intersection with SR 322.
Installation of a westbound left turn lane on SR
550.
Realignment of the intersection and installation of
a full functioning traffic signal if warranted at the
intersection of SR26 and SR45 and Nixon Road
T334 in the village of Pine Grove Mills located in
Ferguson Township, Centre County. Currently
there exists a flashing traffic signal at this location.

($9,420,603)

$9,951,749

(3,076,874.00)

$6,921,391

$6,921,391

($5,537,113)

$6,921,391

$6,921,391

$1,580,398

$1,128,856

$451,542

$1,128,856

$3,386,566

$7,676,218

$1,580,398

$1,128,856

$1,128,856

$2,257,712

$4,515,422

$10,611,244

2041-2050 Balance Remaining

$73,747,500

($6,874,875)

($1,384,278)

($1,680,107)

($2,353,354)

($2,887,930)

($7,676,218)

($2,824,560)

$0

$0

($9,111,244)

$0

$0

* The CCMPO will consider dividing the SR26/SR45 Pine Grove Mills Intersection project into two projects if a signal warrant study anticipated in the next 2 years shows a signal is warranted. At that time consideration will be given to
adjusting/amending the LRTP by dividing this project into two projects. A separate project for the warranted signal will be considered for an earlier time period.
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Figure 34: Highway Projects
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Table 23: Highway Projects for Future Consideration
Project Name

Description

SR 3007 Park Ave
Widening

Add capacity to Park Avenue by widening, adding turn lanes, installing/upgrading traffic signals, and providing bike lanes
and sidewalk or a bike path. Project limits would be between Bigler Rd and Orchard Rd.

SR 322 Corridor
O-1

Four lane connector road to link Interstate 99 in Worth Township (Centre County) near Port Matilda to Interstate 80 in
Graham Township (Clearfield County)

SR 550 Corridor
Safety
Improvements

This project consists of the reconstruction of horizontal curves, vertical curves, possible turning lane construction, widening
and sight distance improvements at various points along the entire length of SR 0550. Also consists of the reconstruction
of the intersection with SR 0322.

SR 3040 Eagle
Valley RoadRailroad
Ave/Beaver Rd
Intersection - long
term

Remove over-vertical near the intersection and cut back slope to improve sight distances, possible slight re-alignment of
SR 3040

SR 26 College
Ave-High Street
Intersection

As proposed in the Downtown Master Plan, signalize intersection for traffic calming and to permit safe crossings of
pedestrians; provide pedestrian and handicapped access on both the east and west side of intersection to connect to Penn
State Campus

Tri-Municipal Park
Road

This is a new road to improve access to Brush Valley Rd (SR 2006) and the new 165-acre Tri-Municipal Park west of
Centre Hall. The intent is to alleviate traffic in Linden Hall, along Rimmey Road, and on West Church Street in Centre Hall
Borough.

SR 322 Improvements to
Dogtown Rd and
closure of Church
Hill Rd (i)

Improvements to Dogtown Road Intersection & Closure of Church Hill Road

SR 322 Improvements to
Cider Press Road
Intersection or
Closure (K) and
Improve the
profile at the crest
at segment 730 (L)

Improve sight distance at Cider Press Road intersection or opt to close the intersection and redirect traffic to Geary Road &
Red Mill Road to US 322.
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Project Name

Description

SR 350-South
Mountain Road
Intersection

Safety improvements at the Route 350 and South Mountain Road intersection. These may include a center turning lane, no
passing signs, and rumble strips.

SR 45 Turning
Lane

Installation of a turning lane on Route 45 from Rockey Lane to Linden Hall Road.

SR 26 College
Ave-SR 3022
University Drive
Interchange

Widen existing SR3022 (University Drive) bridge over College Avenue to accommodate pedestrians and bicycle
movements; extend the merge ramp from University Drive (SR3022) onto East College Avenue (SR0026)

SR 192 Corridor
Safety
Improvements
Study

Study to provide recommended safety improvement projects on SR 192.

SR 3005 Fox
Hollow Road Cricklewood Drive
Intersection

Provide left turn lane to improve operations of intersection. Left turn lane warrant was previously met - see Wooded Hills
Traffic Study. Confirmation traffic counts should be conducted.

SR 26 College Ave
- Uniform Design
Standards

Complete a master streetscape plan to incorporate previous plans that would uniformly address design on College Avenue
from Elmwood Street (College Township) to Blue Course Drive (Ferguson Township)

SR 350 - Stahl
Lane Ext.
Intersection

Safety improvements at the Route 350 and Stahl's Lane Extension intersection. These may include a center turning lane,
no passing signs, and rumble strips.

State College
Area Connector
(Remaining
Phases)

Implement improvements in study area from Potters Mills to I-80/I-99 area.

Airport Road

Connection from I-99 to University Park Airport

See narrative on the following pages.
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The base allocation of funding for highway and bridge projects that is provided through the Centre
County Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is limited and has been gradually declining in
recent years. Because of the funding constraints, the number of projects that are included within the
fiscally constrained project list in the LRTP is fewer than the number of projects included in past
LRTPs.
In order to recognize other priority projects intended to address existing and future transportation
and community needs, the CCMPO has identified several potential improvements as “Projects for
Future Consideration” in the LRTP. In past LRTPs, the improvements listed under Projects for
Future Consideration were typically large, high-cost projects. In this plan, there are more potential
improvements listed as Projects for Future Consideration, including both large, high-cost projects,
and other projects with more moderate cost estimates.
While many highway and bridge projects can be completed through the CCMPO’s base allocation
of funding, large, high-cost projects may only be advanced with discretionary, or “spike,” funding, or
some combination of spike and base allocation funding. Spike funding is awarded by the
Pennsylvania Secretary of Transportation. Spike funds have been provided to PennDOT and the
CCMPO for several important highway projects in Centre County in recent years, including the
Interstate 99 system from Blair County to State College, the Interstate 80/Interstate 99 Interchange,
the Route 322 Potters Mills Gap improvements, and reconstruction of the Interstate 99 Exit 73
Waddle Road Interchange.
Several large, high-cost projects identified as Projects for Future Consideration and that are likely
to require spike funds are described below. In addition to these projects, other improvements with
more moderate costs are included on the list of Projects for Future Consideration but are not
described in the narrative below.
State College Area Connector
The State College Area Connector (SCAC) project has been one of the highest priority projects for
the CCMPO and officials in Centre and surrounding counties for 40 years. The project’s history
began in the 1970s following the opening of Interstate 80 across Pennsylvania. I-80 brought
changes in traffic patterns in Central Pennsylvania, particularly an increase in interstate truck traffic,
which negatively affects traffic conditions on Routes 144, 322, and 26, and the safety and quality of
life in Centre County communities traversed by these roadways.
Multiple studies to identify improvements were conducted from the late 1970s through 2004, which
resulted in new highway construction in the Route 26/150 corridor between State College and
Interstate 80. This new highway is now part of the Interstate 99 system in Centre County. In 1999,
the South Central Centre County Transportation Study (SCCCTS) was initiated to evaluate and
address transportation needs in the Route 322/144/45 corridors. However, SCCCTS was
terminated in March 2004 because of a statewide transportation funding shortfall. Since 2004,
SCCCTS and the Route 322/144/45 corridors have been listed in past versions of the LRTP as
“Projects for Future Consideration” because funding was not available to advance improvements.
Following the termination of SCCCTS in 2004, PennDOT advanced short-term improvements at
several locations on the Route 322, 144, and 45 corridors, but no work occurred on major, longterm roadway improvements until 2014. That year, state officials committed $140 million in spike
funding for the Route 322 Potters Mills Gap project. This project includes approximately 3.5 miles of
new four-lane highway from the Seven Mountains area to the Village of Potters Mills, which will
address recurrent vehicular congestion, traveler delays from frequent incidents, and traffic conflicts
that result in crashes and safety issues along the current two-lane roadway. The project is
scheduled to be open to traffic in late 2020 and be completed in 2021. This section of Route 322
was originally part of the SCCCTS project.
Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

149

8. Implementation
In 2019, state officials restarted efforts to address needs in the Route 322/144/45 corridors by
committing $20 million in spike funding for the preliminary engineering (PE) phase of the State
College Area Connector (SCAC) project, a successor to SCCCTS. An additional $16 million in
spike funding was committed in 2020 for the final design phase of the SCAC. The preliminary
engineering/design work will begin in 2020 with the completion of a Planning and Environment
Linkages (PEL) study. Through the PEL study and remaining preliminary engineering work,
alternative improvement(s) will be developed and evaluated; a preferred alternative identified; and
environmental clearance obtained for the preferred alternative.
Project needs along the system of two-lane roadways in the corridors include recurrent vehicular
congestion from high volumes of interstate truck traffic, commuters, and special-event traffic;
traveler delays from frequent incidents; and traffic conflicts that result in crashes and safety issues.
As Centre County continues to grow as the economic hub for surrounding areas in Central
Pennsylvania, vehicular traffic is projected to increase to volumes that result in poor levels of
service, which will exacerbate the needs associated with congestion, safety, and incidents.
No funding has been committed for the project beyond the design phases. In 2004, cost estimates
for constructing new highway alternatives exceeded $250 million. Current estimates used for longrange planning purposes place the estimated cost at more than $500 million. Should a “build”
alternative be identified and approved, additional spike funding will be required for post-design
phases, including construction.
Beyond the discretionary federal and state funding sources available to the Pennsylvania Secretary
of Transportation, other sources may be investigated, including competitive federal discretionary
programs such as the Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA) and Better Utilizing
Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) grants, and the Transportation Infrastructure
Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan program. Additional grant and loan programs may be
included in future transportation authorization legislation at the federal level. State programs may
also offer opportunities for innovative approaches to funding improvements generated through the
SCAC project development process. Given the needs and ongoing high priority for advancing
transportation improvements in this area, the CCMPO is committed to working with federal and
state officials to investigate and utilize multiple federal and state funding sources to secure the
needed funding.
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Figure 35: State College Area Connector
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Route 322 Corridor O1
The Route 322 Corridor O1 project involves potential roadway improvements in the Route 322
corridor from Interstate 99 near Port Matilda in Centre County to Interstate 80 in Clearfield County.
Advancement of this project was specifically authorized in the federal Transportation Equity Act for
the 21st Century (TEA-21) in 1998 in order to complete a portion of the Appalachian Development
Highway System’s Corridor O and connect Interstates 80 and 99 via Route 322. The project was
intended to address multiple needs in the Route 322 corridor, particularly in and around Philipsburg
Borough.
Preliminary engineering work began in 1999 and continued through 2003. In late 2003, PennDOT,
in cooperation with the project’s Community Advisory Committee and federal and state
environmental resource review agencies, identified an “Endorsed Alternative” to construct a new
four-lane limited access highway from the Interstate 99 connection with Route 322 near Port
Matilda to Interstate 80 at a new interchange located between Exit 123 (Route 970 – Woodland)
and Exit 133 (Route 53 – Kylertown). However, before this alternative could be advanced through
the final development phase and be approved, the project was terminated in March 2004 because
of a statewide transportation funding shortfall. PennDOT has advanced short-term improvements to
Route 322, but no further work or updated study activity has occurred since 2004 on a major, longterm improvements.
Since 2004, the Route 322 Corridor O1 project has been listed in previous Centre County LRTPs
under “Projects for Future Consideration” because funding has not been committed to advance
improvements. The project is also noted in the North Central Rural Planning Organization’s 2045
Long-Range Transportation Plan for illustrative purposes.
Project needs in the former Corridor O1 study area include high and recurrent levels of vehicular
congestion from daily commuter and truck traffic; high volumes of local and interstate truck traffic
traveling through the area to access Interstates 80 and 99; a high number of crashes and other
safety issues; and weather-related incidents that stop or delay vehicular traffic, including flooding
incidents in the Philipsburg area. Traffic volume is also projected to increase in the future as Centre
County continues to grow as a source of jobs, health care, and other services for surrounding areas
in Clearfield County.
With an estimated cost of more than $500 million, a coordinated effort by the CCMPO and North
Central RPO, along with strong support from federal, state, county, and local officials, would be
needed to secure funding and advance the project. Beyond the discretionary federal and state
funding sources available to the Pennsylvania Secretary of Transportation, other sources may be
investigated, including the Appalachian Highway Development System program, the INFRA and
BUILD competitive federal discretionary programs, and the TIFIA loan program. Additional grant
and loan programs may be included in future transportation authorization legislation at the federal
level. State programs may also offer opportunities for funding. The CCMPO is committed to working
with the North Central RPO and federal and state officials to investigate and utilize multiple federal
and state funding sources for the project.
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Figure 36: Route 322 Corridor O1
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State Route (SR) 3007 Park Avenue Widening
This project involves adding capacity for motor vehicles by widening an existing three-lane roadway
to add travel lanes in both directions between Bigler Road in State College Borough and Orchard
Road in College Township. Turn lanes, traffic signals, and improvements to pedestrian and bicycle
facilities would also be included in the project. The Park Avenue corridor connects Interstate 99 and
Route 322 to Business Route 322 (Atherton Street), and provides access to multiple parking
facilities serving faculty, staff, and students at Penn State’s University Park Campus.
The project need is focused on vehicular traffic congestion and resulting safety concerns for vehicle
occupants, pedestrians and bicyclists. Congestion and conflicts occur during the weekday peak
hours of travel, and frequently in both weekday and weekend off-peak times when travelers are
accessing special event venues on Penn State’s University Park Campus and in Downtown State
College. Recurring traffic congestion and crash incidents cause delays for travelers in the corridor,
including first responders transporting patients to the Mount Nittany Medical Center, located just
north of Orchard Road.
The project received a high priority and was included on the fiscally constrained project list in
previous LRTPs. However, with an estimated cost of more than $50 million, the project would
consume a significant amount of the base funding allocation for Centre County. Because the base
allocation is declining and greater emphasis is being placed on projects that meet asset
management and federal performance measure targets, the CCMPO’s LRTP goals will be better
served by advancing the project with spike funding, or some combination of base funding, spike
funding, and/or other non-traditional funding sources.
SR 550 Corridor Safety Improvements
The Route 550 corridor traverses several municipalities in Centre County, starting at the
Huntingdon County line in Halfmoon Township and extending northeast for approximately 26
miles to its terminus at Route 64 in Walker Township. The roadway includes two travel lanes
for much of its length. This project involves reconstruction of horizontal and vertical curves,
addition of turning lanes, and widening and sight distance improvements at various points
along the corridor. Improvements to the intersection of Route 550 with SR 3042 (old U.S.
Route 322) in Patton Township have also been suggested.

The corridor extends through lands that are primarily rural, except for Bellefonte Borough and
parts of Spring Township. Route 550 is an important link to rural communities in Halfmoon,
Patton, and Benner townships, serving multiple trip purposes in locations where there are few
alternative routes. In Spring and Walker townships and Bellefonte Borough, Route 550 serves
a variety of trip purposes in the small urban area in and around Bellefonte.
The project was included on the fiscally constrained project list in previous LRTPs. Improvements in
the corridor would be primarily focused on safety, and thus would help meet asset management
and federal safety performance measure targets. However, with an estimated cost exceeding $23
million through the length of the corridor, the project would consume a significant amount of the
base funding allocation for Centre County. The LRTP includes funding for the Preliminary
Engineering phase of work, to study the corridor and identify more specific improvements that could
be prioritized and advanced in increments vs. a corridor-wide project. This would enable the
CCMPO to use a combination of base and spike funding improvements to advance improvements
in an incremental approach.
SR 3040 Eagle Valley Road – Railroad Avenue/Beaver Road Intersection
This project is focused on improving safety at the intersection of SR 3040 (old Route 220) and
Railroad Avenue/SR 3032 (Beaver Road) in Huston Township. Because of the horizontal and
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vertical alignment of SR 3040 to the north of the intersection, sight distance for vehicles,
pedestrians, and bicyclists crossing SR 3040 can be limited given the high speed of vehicles
traveling on SR 3040.
Huston Township received funding to upgrade advanced warning signs on SR 3040 southbound
approaching the intersection, but the project would involve a major reconstruction of the
southbound approach, to remove the over-vertical (crest) in the roadway and improve the sight
distance on Railroad Avenue and Beaver Road.
The project was included on the fiscally constrained project list in previous LRTPs. Improvements at
the intersection would be focused on safety, and thus would help meet asset management and
federal safety performance measure targets. However, with an estimated cost of more than $18
million, the project would consume a significant amount of the base funding allocation for Centre
County. The LRTP includes funding for the Preliminary Engineering phase of work, to study the
intersection to more accurately determine the need for improvements, and assess the feasibility of
making such extensive improvements, given environmental constraints and impacts to other
features around the intersection. The study results would enable the CCMPO, PennDOT, and local
officials to determine the most effective approach to making improvements, and to determine
whether a combination of base and spike funding improvements could be utilized.
Airport Road Connector
The University Park Airport near State College is owned and operated by Penn State University.
Most airport lands are located in Benner Township, with a small area located in Patton Township.
University Park is a public-use facility that accommodates a high level of commercial passenger air
service, delivered through a passenger air terminal owned and operated by the Centre County
Airport Authority. Because of the proximity to Penn State’s University Park Campus and many
businesses and industries in Centre County that form the economic hub of Central Pennsylvania,
there is a high demand for passenger air service. Air travel passengers from a broad geographic
area in Central Pennsylvania utilize the airport.
The University Park Airport supports private commercial air services, including air freight and air
ambulance. The headquarters of the Pennsylvania Air National Guard’s 112th Air Operations
Squadron is also located on airport property.
Ground (roadway) access to terminal facilities, parking, hangars, and other aviation support
facilities is provided by Fox Hill Road, a two-lane facility owned by Benner Township within the
township boundary. The portion of Fox Hill Road adjacent to the airport in Patton Township is a
PennDOT-owned facility. Although Interstate 99 is located within one air mile of airport lands, all
ground access to the airport requires traveling on a system of two-lane roadways, both state-owned
and municipal-owned, that connect to Fox Hill Road.
For decades, the high level of passenger air service and demand for other commercial and private
air travel has resulted in requests for improved ground access to the airport. Since the early 1990s,
various concepts for improving road access to the airport have been evaluated and/or included in
the CCMPO’s LRTP. Early concepts focused on improvements to the existing roadways serving the
airport. However, after the construction of Penn State’s Innovation Park, a research, office, and
conference center development located approximately one mile from the airport and adjacent to
Interstate 99, more recent concepts have focused on building a new roadway extending from the
end of the northern entrance to Innovation Park from Interstate 99 to Fox Hill Road.
The Airport Authority, business community, and local officials have requested that the project be
considered for advancement. Project needs include providing a more direct and easily discerned
route to the airport from Interstate 99; a direct connection with Innovation Park, which hosts multiple
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conferences, trade shows, and business meetings; providing a safer route to the airport by reducing
conflicts between vehicles and bicyclists utilizing Fox Hill Road; and fostering increased economic
development activity in the area near the airport in Patton and Benner townships.
With an estimated cost of more than $25 million, the project would consume a significant amount of
Centre County’s base funding allocation. Because the base allocation is declining and greater
emphasis is being placed on projects that meet asset management and federal performance
measure targets, the CCMPO’s LRTP goals will be better served by advancing the project with
spike funding or some combination of base funding, spike funding, and/or other non-traditional
funding sources. Another approach is to form a public-private partnership with private or public nonprofit organizations that may be willing to contribute funding and commit other resources to
advancing the project.
Other Potential Needs for Spike Funding
Other needs that may become apparent within the time horizon of the LRTP may also require spike
funding, or a combination of base and spike funding to advance. For example, communications and
connectivity infrastructure may need significant upgrades to accommodate connected and
automated vehicles. Significant, non-traditional transit projects such as implementation of a bus
rapid transit corridor or implementation of charging facilities to support use of hybrid or all-electric
powertrains may also require spike funding to advance.
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Figure 37: Airport Road Connector
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Table 24. State Bridge Project List
Notes:
▪ The balance remaining shown at the end of each time period is accounted for in the total allocation for the subsequent time period unless otherwise noted.
▪

Estimated project costs reflect inflation based upon year of expenditure.

MPMS
#

Project Name

Description

Preliminary
Engineering

Final
Design

Phase
Utilities

Right-ofWay

Construction

Estimated
Cost

Adopted 2021-2024 TIP Funding Allocation
84343

Sect. 000

110368

SR 26 Sect. P35

88344

SR 504 Sect. A05

109582

SR 504 Sect. A06

110305

SR 504 Sect. P36

1

2
3
4

5
6
7

3127

SR 879 Sect. P34

91418

SR 1002 Sect. A14

112738

SR 1002 Sect. A15

3121

SR 1002 Sect. P29

92422

SR 1005 Sect. PLK

91416

SR 1006 Sect. A01

91500

SR 2005 Sect. A01

93268

SR 2006 Sect. A02

93332

SR 2010 Sect. A01

8

9
10
11
12
13

Poor Bridge/Betterment Line Item
FFY 2025 Bridge Preservation
SR 26 Walnut St.
Howard Causeway Bridge
Howard Twp.
SR 504 Eagle Valley Rd.
Trib to Bald Eagle Creek (Walker Hollow) Bridge
Union Twp.
SR 504 Black Moshannon Rd.
One Mile Run Bridge
Rush Twp.
FFY 2024 Bridge Preservation
SR 504 Eagle Valley Rd.
Wallace Run Bridge
Boggs Twp.
SR 3006 High St.
Mill Race Bridge
Bellefonte Borough
FFY 2021 Bridge Preservation
SR 879 Pine Glen Rd.
Burnside Twp.
SR 1002 Marsh Creek Rd.
Marsh Creek Bridge
Liberty Twp.
SR 1002 Marsh Creek Rd.
Trib to Marsh Creek Box Culvert
Liberty Twp.
FFY 2020 Bridge Preservation
SR 26 - College Twp.
SR 1002 - Liberty Twp.
SR 3040 (2 locations) - Huston Twp.
SR 3049 - Rush Twp.l
SR 150 Retaining Wall - Bellefonte Boro
(Work completed at most locations in 2019 and
2020)
Centre CountyBridge Plank Replacement Locations in:Benner, Boggs, Harris, Marion,
Walker Twps.
SR 1006 Old 220 Road
Trib to Bald Eagle Creek Box Culvert
Boggs Twp.
SR 2005 School St.
Sinking Creek Bridge
Gregg Twp.
SR 2006 Brush Valley Rd.
Hayes Run Box Culvert
Harris Twp.
SR 2010 Upper Georges Valley Rd.
Trib to Muddy Run Box Culvert
Potter Twp.

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

$993,247
$231,749

$326,371

$57,964

$57,964

$265,225

$53,045

$53,045

$326,398

$56,275

$23,073

$50,000

$50,000

$24,271

$993,247

BOF
$2,424,000

$6,725,971

($50,680)

($212,431)

$347,677

$1,202,000

State

$1,573,315

$1,000,609

$1,346,473

($261,698)

$24,271

$1,363,724

$1,412,266

$68,959

$79,568

$2,813,013

$3,306,333

$37,132

$21,218

$393,112

$476,462

($476,462)

$250,000

$250,000

($100,000)

$206,203

$206,203

($206,203)

$409,773

$648,476

($648,476)

$463,710

$463,710

($463,710)

$231,855

$231,855

($231,855)

$272,429

$272,429

($272,429)

$25,000

$212,180

$26,523

$0

$5,050,492

STP
$315,124

($730,136)

($1,573,315)
($416,993)

$344,793

NHPP

($347,677)

$732,117

$245,864

Local

($315,124)

($1,084,775)

($1,412,266)
($2,373,320)

($933,013)

($150,000)
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MPMS
#
14

Project Name

105925

SR 2011 Sect. A07

3108

SR 3010 Sect. P15

88217

SR 4005 Sect. A02

15

16

Local Bridge Line Item
1

3

110368

SR 26 Sect. P35

109582

SR 504 Sect. A06

110305

SR 504 Sect. P36

4

6
11
12
13
16
17

91418

SR 1002 Sect. A14

91500

SR 2005 Sect. A01

93268

SR 2006 Sect. A02

93332

SR 2010 Sect. A01

88217

SR 4005 Sect. A02

88206

SR 3040 Sect. A03
Seg 280 Offset 1591

Description

Preliminary
Engineering

SR 2011 Penn St.
Mill Race Bridge
Millheim Boro
FFY 2019 Bridge Preservation
SR 3010 Elmwood St.
Spring Creek Bridge
College Twp.

Final
Design
$318,270

SR 8022 Valley Vista Dr. SB ramp from I-99
Bridge over I-99
Patton Twp.
(Work completed at both locations in 2019 and
2020)
SR 4005 Beech Creek Rd.
Bridge over I-80 - Snow Shoe Interchange
Snow Shoe Twp.

Phase
Utilities
$25,750

Right-ofWay
$25,750

Estimated
Cost

$1,335,050

$1,704,820

$100,000

$100,000

$450,204

BOF

State

Local

NHPP

STP

($1,704,820)

($100,000)

$450,204

($450,204)

2021-2024 Balance Remaining

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2025-2028 Funding Allocation

$2,673,000

$8,671,000

$100,000

$1,494,500

$2,749,950

$2,000,000

($1,900,000)

($100,000)

$1,743,316

$1,743,316

($1,223,866)

$417,918

$417,918

($417,918)

$702,619

$702,619

$817,640

$817,640

Line Item
FFY 2025 Bridge Preservation
SR 26 Walnut St.
Howard Causeway Bridge
Howard Twp.
SR 504 Black Moshannon Rd.
One Mile Run Bridge
Rush Twp.
FFY 2024 Bridge Preservation
SR 504 Eagle Valley Rd.
Wallace Run Bridge
Boggs Twp.
SR 3006 High St.
Mill Race Bridge
Bellefonte Borough
SR 1002 Marsh Creek Rd.
Marsh Creek Bridge
Liberty Twp.
SR 2005 School St.
Sinking Creek Bridge
Gregg Twp.
SR 2006 Brush Valley Rd.
Hayes Run Box Culvert
Harris Twp.
SR 2010 Upper Georges Valley Rd.
Trib to Muddy Run Box Culvert
Potter Twp.
SR 4005 Beech Creek Rd.
Bridge over I-80 - Snow Shoe Interchange
Snow Shoe Twp.
SR 3040 S. Eagle Valley Rd.
Laurel Run Bridge
Huston Twp.

$311,426

$460,707

2025-2028 Balance Remaining
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Construction

($519,450)

($702,619)

($668,000)

($149,640)

$84,414

$81,831

$2,609,456

$3,087,127

($2,693,960)

$53,732

$35,822

$422,339

$511,893

($511,893)

$23,028

$29,851

$430,456

$483,335

($483,335)

$430,456

$184,481

$160,369

$6,889,248

$7,664,554

($4,278,795)

($775,306)

$368,963

$92,241

$92,241

$1,014,152

($202,830)

($811,322)

$2,005,000

($3,191,237)

($393,257)

$0

($92,128)

($1,295,247)

($160,623)
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MPMS
#

Project Name

Local Bridge Line Item
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

88206

SR 3040 Sect. A03
Seg 280 Offset 1591

47617

SR 64 Seg 240 Offset 1072

85145

SR 144 Seg 20 Offset 0000

109581

SR 4004 Seg 120 Offset 1815

113123

SR 3030 Seg 80 Offset 1419

3148

SR 4006 Seg 20 Offset 0000

88222

SR 150 Seg 168 Offset 0545

88253

SR 144 Seg 210 Offset 0000

State Bridge Line Item
(Replacement, Maintenance,
Preservation & P3)
Local Bridge Line Item
25
26
27
28

113124

SR 26 Seg 210 Offset 3187

91414

SR 1006 Seg 60 Offset 2157

115653

SR 445 Seg 150 Offset 0000

113126

SR 1016 Seg 180 Offset 0936

Description

Line Item
SR 3040 S. Eagle Valley Rd.
Laurel Run Bridge
Huston Twp.
SR 64 Nittany Valley Dr.
Little Fishing Creek Bridge
Walker Twp.
SR 144 Old Fort Rd.
Potter Run Bridge
Potter Twp.
SR 4004 Chestnut Grove Rd.
Trib to Wallace Run Bridge
Union Twp.
SR 3030 Dix Run Rd.
Branch of Dix Run
Union Twp.
SR 4006 Casanova Rd.
Black Bear Run Bridge
Rush Twp.
SR 150 Eagle Valley Rd.
Holt Hollow Run Bridge
Boggs Twp.
SR 144 Main St.
Logan Branch Bridge
Spring Twp.

Preliminary
Engineering

Final
Design

Phase
Utilities

Right-ofWay

Construction
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BOF

State

Local

NHPP

STP

2029-2032 Funding Allocation

$2,673,000

$8,654,000

$100,000

$996,750

$2,749,950

Cash Flow from 2025-2028

$2,005,000

($3,191,237)

$0

($92,128)

($160,623)

2029-2032 Starting Balance

$4,678,000

$5,462,763

$100,000

$904,622

$2,589,327

$2,000,000

($1,900,000)

($100,000)

$2,496,807

$2,496,807

($499,361)

($1,997,446)

$415,200

$415,200

$34,600

$34,600

$1,384,000

$2,283,600

($456,720)

($826,880)

($1,000,000)

$415,200

$415,200

$34,600

$34,600

$1,107,200

$2,006,800

($401,360)

($605,440)

($1,000,000)

$250,000

$300,000

$25,000

$50,000

$350,000

$975,000

($780,000)

($195,000)

$553,600

$415,200

$34,600

$34,600

$1,038,000

$2,076,000

($1,660,800)

($415,200)

$415,200

$415,200

$69,200

$69,200

$484,400

$1,453,200

($1,162,560)

($290,640)

$311,400

$276,800

$103,800

$103,800

$1,141,800

$1,937,600

($387,520)

($960,753)

($589,327)

$415,200

$415,200

$34,600

$69,200

$692,000

$1,626,200

($1,626,200)

2029-2032 Balance Remaining

$1,074,640

($709,238)

$0

($3,485,897)

$0

2033-2040 Funding Allocation

$5,346,000

$17,308,000

$200,000

$1,993,500

$5,499,900

Cash Flow from 2029-2032

$1,074,640

($709,238)

$0

($3,485,897)

$0

2033-2040 Starting Balance

$6,420,640

$16,598,762

$200,000

($1,492,397)

$5,499,900

($3,366,000)

($10,095,792)

Line Item
Line Item
SR 26 E. College Ave.
Spring Creek Bridge
College Twp.
SR 1006 Old 220 Rd.
Nittany Creek Bridge
Boggs Twp.
SR 445 Madisonburg Pike
Laurel Run Bridge
Miles Twp.
SR 1016 Monument Orviston Rd.
Sandy Run Bridge
Liberty Twp.

Estimated
Cost

$13,461,792
$4,000,000

($3,800,000)
($742,500)

$660,000

$495,000

$41,250

$41,250

$2,475,000

$3,712,500

$495,000

$495,000

$41,250

$41,250

$2,887,500

$3,960,000

$371,250

$495,000

$73,300

$73,300

$825,000

$1,837,850

$660,000

$495,000

$41,250

$41,250

$1,237,500

$2,475,000

($3,168,000)

($2,970,000)

($792,000)
($367,570)

($1,980,000)

($200,000)

($1,470,280)

($495,000)
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MPMS
#
29

113125

Project Name
SR 144 Seg 230 Offset 0934

Description
SR 144 Main St.
Logan Branch Bridge
Spring Twp.

Preliminary
Engineering
$495,000

Final
Design
$495,000

Phase
Utilities
$41,250

Right-ofWay
$41,250

Construction
$825,000

Estimated
Cost

Local

NHPP

STP

($305,900)

($1,591,600)

2033-2040 Balance Remaining

$0

$0

$0

($1,492,397)

($531,980)

2041-2050 Funding Allocation

$6,682,500

$21,635,000

$200,000

$2,491,875

$6,874,875

$0

$0

$0

($1,492,397)

($531,980)

$6,682,500

$21,635,000

$200,000

$999,478

$6,342,895

($6,682,500)

($17,835,000)

($999,478)

($6,342,895)

2041-2050 Starting Balance
Line Item

$31,859,873

Line Item

$4,000,000
2041-2050 Balance Remaining
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State

$1,897,500

Cash flow from 2033-2040

State Bridge Line Item
(Replacement, Maintenance,
Preservation & P3)
Local Bridge Line Item

BOF

$0

($3,800,000)

($200,000)

$0

$0

$0
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Figure 38: State Bridge Projects
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Table 25: Local Bridge Project List
2050
Map #

Project Name

Municipality

1

T-400 Wallace
Run Road

Estimated
ADT

Detour

150

No detour
available

Steel Girder 5, 5, 3
Deck Area 400

$300,000

Right-ofWay

Construction

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$260,000

$910,000

$300,000

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$2,585,700

$3,235,700

Steel Girder 5, 5, 4
Deck Area 580.8

$350,000

$300,000

$50,000

$50,000

$1,000,000

$1,750,000

P/S Conc Non-Comp
Adj Box
Deck Area 7135.5 5,
5, 6

$300,000

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$4,638,400

$5,288,400

No detour
available

Steel Girder 6, 7, 5
Deck Area 560

$350,000

$300,000

$50,000

$50,000

$1,000,000

$1,750,000

150

1 mile

Steel Girder 5, 4, 5
Deck Area 425

$300,000

$250,000

$50,000

$50,000

$750,000

$1,400,000

300

2 miles

Steel Girder 6, 7, 5
Deck Area 1204

$300,000

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$782,600

$1,432,600

200

6 miles

Steel Girder 5, 4, 5
Deck Area

$300,000

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$650,000

$1,300,000

1470

2 miles

$300,000

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$860,600

$1,510,600

20

No detour
available

$300,000

$250,000

$50,000

$50,000

$1,000,000

$1,650,000

This bridge serves numerous homes and farms. This is likely
an active bus route

25

2 miles

Steel Girder 6, 6, 4
Deck Area 588.3

$350,000

$300,000

$50,000

$50,000

$1,000,000

$1,750,000

This bridge serves as the sole access to 3-4 homes and
farms

10

No detour
available

Steel Girder 5, 6, 5
Deck Area 525.6

$350,000

$300,000

$50,000

$50,000

$1,000,000

$1,750,000

This bridge serves several homes and farms. Intersects with
SR 322

80

2 miles

Steel Girder 6, 5, 3
Deck Area 620.4

$350,000

$300,000

$50,000

$50,000

$800,000

$1,550,000

This bridge serves several homes and farms. Intersects with
SR 322

20

2 miles

$350,000

$300,000

$50,000

$50,000

$1,800,000

$2,550,000

This bridge services a few homes and farms.

30

2 miles

$350,000

$300,000

$50,000

$50,000

$850,000

$1,600,000

3300

2 miles

$300,000

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$3,295,500

3,945,500

1800

2 miles

Steel, Arch culvert
Deck Area 930

$300,000

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$604,500

1,254,500

280

No detour
available

Steel, I beams
Deck Area 1461.6

$300,000

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$950,300

1,600,300

550

5 miles

Concrete(precast),
Box culvert
Deck Area 1176.6

$300,000

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$765,050

1,415,050

50

No detour
available

P/S, Box beam - adj
Deck Area 2630

$300,000

$300,000

$25,000

$25,000

$1,709,500

2,359,500

Community Context

Boggs
Township

This 25-foot span over
Wallace Run is
structurally deficient

This bridge serves several homes and seasonal properties

2

T-344
Unionville Pike

Union
Township

This is a 156-foot span
over Bald Eagle Creek

The secondary access to Unionville Borough. This is the
second longest local bridge in Centre County. It provides
direct access to numerous homes on the ridge

250

12 miles

3

T-305 Hannah
Lane

Taylor
Township

This 33-foot span over
Bald Eagle Creek is
structurally deficient

One of two back-to-back bridges on Hannah Lane that
serves several homes and 1-2 businesses. Likely a bus
route

P/S Conc Comp Adj
Box
Deck Area 3978 6,
7, 6

50

No detour
available

4

T-867 Eagle
Valley Road

Liberty
Township

This is a 213-foot span
over Bald Eagle Creek

This is the longest local bridge in Centre County. It serves
numerous homes and several businesses. This is likely a
bus route.

400

8 miles

5

T-305 Hannah
Lane

Taylor
Township

This is a 35-foot span
over Sparrow Run

50

6

T-467 Hoy
Road

Walker
Township

This 25-foot span over
Little Fishing Creek is
structurally deficient

One of two back-to-back bridges on Hannah Lane that
serves several homes and 1-2 businesses. Likely a bus
route
This bridge serves several homes and farms

7

T-609 Colyer
Road

Potter
Township

This is a 56-foot span
over Sinking Creek

8

T-468 Ross Hill
Road

Gregg
Township

T-958
Boalsburg Pike
T-524 Brown
Road

Harris
Township
Miles
Township

11

T-536 Egg Hill
Road

Potter
Township

12

T-525 Wolfe's
Gap Road

Miles
Township

13

T-518 Red Mill
Road

Potter
Township

T-515 Cider
Press Road
T-537 Shunk
Road

Potter
Township
Potter
Township

This 33-foot span over
Roaring Run is
structurally deficient
This is a 28-foot span
over Spring Creek
This is a 35-foot span
over Elk Creek
This 37-foot span over
Sinking Creek is
structurally deficient
This is a 35-foot span
over Elk Creek
This 33-foot span over
Sinking Creek is
structurally deficient
This is a 52-foot span
over Sinking Creek
This is a 39-foot span
over Sinking Creek

16

Lamb Street

Bellefonte
Borough

This is a 119-foot span
over Spring Creek

17

T-943 Mary
Elizabeth
Street

Harris
Township

This is a 30- foot span

18

Commercial
Street

Milesburg
Borough

The is an 84-foot span
over Spring Creek

19

T-532 Rishel
Hill Road

Spring
Township

This is a 37-foot span

20

T-513 Old
Mountain Road

Haines
Township

This is a 100-foot span.

9
10

14
15
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Phase
Final
Design

Utilities

Description

This bridge serves numerous homes and several
businesses. This is likely a bus route. On one of several
access routes to Colyer Lake.
One of two back-to-back bridges on Ross Hill Road. This
bridge serves several homes and businesses including
serving as an access route to Penns Cave.
Serves significant number of homes in "The Hill" area of
Boalsburg. Access to a school and regional park ground.
This bridge serves as the sole access to 1-2 homes and a
farm

The highest ADT local bridge in Centre County. Serves are
primary access for businesses and residential areas. Main
emergency response route.
Secondary access to significant number of homes in "The
Hill" area of Boalsburg. Secondary access to a school and
regional park ground.
This steel grate bridge serves as the sole access to the
Milesburg Community Park and 10+ residences on
Oklawaha Street
This bridge is located 0.1 miles from SR 144. It provides
access to several businesses, at least 1 farm. Rishel Hill
Road also provides access to the Rutters Convenience
Store and the County Prison from an access on SR 150.
This bridge provides sole access to at least 2 businesses
and 5-10 residences

Type

Steel Girder 5, 5, 6
Deck Area 1324.4
Steel Girder 7, 7, 6
Deck Area 567

Steel Girder 6, 5, 5
Deck Area 894.4
Steel Girder 6, 5, 5
Deck Area 511.2
P/S, Box beam (spread)
Deck Area 5069.4

Preliminary
Engineering

Total Cost
Estimates
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Figure 39: Local Bridge Projects
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Table 26: Public Transportation Project List
Notes:
▪ The balance remaining shown at the end of each time period is accounted for in the total allocation for the subsequent time period unless
otherwise noted. “Borrowing” from subsequent time periods is kept to a minimum.
▪ Estimated project costs reflect inflation based upon year of expenditure.
2050
Map #

Project Name

Description

Estimated
Cost

Adopted 2021-2024 TIP Funding Allocation

Federal

State

Local

Total

$13,656,000

$55,620,937

$9,203,280

$78,480,217

-

Operating
Assistance

Line Item

$52,000,000

($13,320,000)

($30,468,000)

($7,483,945)

($51,271,945)

-

Replacement
Vehicles

Line Item

$21,000,000

($336,000)

($14,581,555)

($1,367,050)

($16,284,605)

-

Expansion
Vehicles

Line Item

$3,000,000

$0

($7,281,030)

($242,637)

($7,523,667)

-

Advanced Public
Transportation
Systems

Line Item

$810,000

$0

($774,200)

($25,800)

($800,000)

-

Shelters and
Amenities

Line Item

$405,000

$0

($387,100)

($12,900)

($400,000)

-

Facility
Improvements

Line Item

$810,000

$0

($774,200)

($25,800)

($800,000)

-

Office, Shop, and
Maintenance
Equipment

Line Item

$810,000

$0

($774,200)

($25,800)

($800,000)

-

Major Bus and
Building Parts

Line Item

$605,000

$0

($580,652)

($19,348)

($600,000)

2021-2024 Balance Remaining

$0

$0

$0

$0

2025-2028 Funding Allocation

$15,910,500

$60,370,000

$7,845,000

$84,125,500

$52,000,000

($15,500,000)

($29,600,000)

($6,900,000)

($52,000,000)

-

Operating
Assistance

Line Item
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2050
Map #

Project Name

Description

Estimated
Cost

Federal

State

Local

Total

-

Replacement
Vehicles

Line Item

$21,000,000

($300,000)

($20,100,000)

($600,000)

($21,000,000)

-

Expansion
Vehicles

Line Item

$3,000,000

$0

($2,920,000)

($80,000)

($3,000,000)

-

Advanced Public
Transportation
Systems

Line Item

$810,000

$0

($790,000)

($20,000)

($810,000)

-

Shelters and
Amenities

Line Item

$405,000

$0

($395,000)

($10,000)

($405,000)

-

Facility
Improvements

Line Item

$810,000

$0

($790,000)

($20,000)

($810,000)

-

Office, Shop, and
Maintenance
Equipment

Line Item

$810,000

$0

($790,000)

($20,000)

($810,000)

-

Major Bus and
Building Parts

Line Item

$605,000

$0

($590,000)

($15,000)

($605,000)

1

College Avenue
Transit Facilities

Improve three existing CATA
bus stops along College
Avenue in State College
Borough - at Heister Street,
Allen Street, and University
Club. These stops are served
by the majority of CATA's fixed
routes, and utilized by
significant numbers of student
and community-based riders.
Improvements may include
safe curbing area, adequate
staging capacity, shelter,
lighting, and pedestrian and
bicycle connections.

$3,000,000

$0

($2,920,000)

($80,000)

($3,000,000)

-

CATA Service
Area Bus Rapid

Examine the state of the
practice in implementing BRT
elements, the effectiveness of

$250,000

$0

($225,000)

($25,000)

($250,000)
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2050
Map #

2

-

Project Name
Transit (BRT)
Study

Description
these elements, and the
opportunities to utilize such
elements to improve operating
efficiency and passenger
throughput along a number of
high-density corridors within
the CATA fixed route service
area.

Estimated
Cost

Federal

State

Local

Total

College - Beaver
Avenue Transit
Signal Priority
(TSP) and
Intelligent
Transportation
Systems (ITS)

Implement transit signal priority
and related ITS technologies
along the college and Beaver
Avenue corridors in State
College Borough. The project
area will include intersections
at Atherton Street, Burrowes
Street / Road, Fraser Street,
Allen Street, Pugh Street,
Garner Street / Shortlidge
Road, and the University Drive
ramps.

$500,000

$0

($485,000)

($15,000)

($500,000)

Regional Park
and Ride Lot
Study

Update the previous 1997
study to account for changing
commute patterns in the
region, provide the opportunity
to re-prioritize existing potential
sites, add new sites as
appropriate, identify potential
environmental issues early in
the site selection and design
processes, and work with
PennDOT District 2-0 and
other stakeholders to maximize
opportunities for use of public
right-of-way.

$250,000

$0

($225,000)

($25,000)

($250,000)

2025-2028 Remaining Balance

$110,500

$540,000

$35,000

$685,500
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2050
Map #

Project Name

Description

Estimated
Cost

Federal

State

Local

Total

2029-2032 Funding Allocation

$15,910,500

$60,370,000

$7,845,000

$84,125,500

Remaining Balance from 2025-2028

$110,500

$540,000

$35,000

$685,500

2029-2032 Starting Balance

$16,021,000

$60,910,000

$7,880,000

$84,811,000

-

Operating
Assistance

Line Item

$54,000,000

($15,720,000)

($31,330,000)

($6,950,000)

($54,000,000)

-

Replacement
Vehicles

Line Item

$22,000,000

($300,000)

($21,050,000)

($650,000)

($22,000,000)

-

Expansion
Vehicles

Line Item

$3,500,000

$0

($3,375,000)

($125,000)

($3,500,000)

-

Advanced Public
Transportation
Systems

Line Item

$820,000

$0

($795,000)

($25,000)

($820,000)

-

Shelters and
Amenities

Line Item

$410,000

$0

($395,000)

($15,000)

($410,000)

-

Facility
Improvements

Line Item

$820,000

$0

($795,000)

($25,000)

($820,000)

-

Office, Shop, and
Maintenance
Equipment

Line Item

$820,000

$0

($795,000)

($25,000)

($820,000)

-

Major Bus and
Building Parts

Line Item

$610,000

$0

($590,000)

($20,000)

($610,000)

Moshannon
Valley Park and
Ride Lot

Construct improvements to an
existing informal lot, or
construct a new lot, to
accommodate a significant
population of those who
commute via alternative mode
- including vanpooling and
other ridesharing - and

$2,000,000

$0

($1,940,000)

($60,000)

($2,000,000)

3
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2050
Map #

Project Name

Description
currently utilize informal and
unimproved locations

Estimated
Cost

Federal

State

Local

Total

2029-2032 Balance Remaining

$1,000

($155,000)

($15,000)

($169,000)

2033-2040 Funding Allocation

$31,821,000

$120,740,000

$15,690,000

$168,251,000

Remaining Balance from 2029-2032

$1,000

($155,000)

($15,000)

($169,000)

2033-2040 Starting Balance

$31,822,000

$120,585,000

$15,675,000

$168,082,000

-

Operating
Assistance

Line Item

$108,000,000

($31,222,000)

($62,778,000)

($14,000,000)

($108,000,000)

-

Replacement
Vehicles

Line Item

$44,000,000

($600,000)

($42,100,000)

($1,300,000)

($44,000,000)

-

Expansion
Vehicles

Line Item

$5,000,000

$0

($4,840,000)

($160,000)

($5,000,000)

-

Advanced Public
Transportation
Systems

Line Item

$1,500,000

$0

($1,452,000)

($48,000)

($1,500,000)

-

Shelters and
Amenities

Line Item

$750,000

$0

($726,000)

($24,000)

($750,000)

-

Facility
Improvements

Line Item

$1,500,000

$0

($1,452,000)

($48,000)

($1,500,000)

-

Office, Shop, and
Maintenance
Equipment

Line Item

$1,500,000

$0

($1,452,000)

($48,000)

($1,500,000)

-

Major Bus and
Building Parts

Line Item

$1,000,000

$0

($964,000)

($36,000)

($1,000,000)

Penns Valley
Park and Ride Lot

Construct improvements to an
existing informal lot, or
construct a new lot, to
accommodate a significant
population of those who

$3,500,000

$0

($3,390,000)

($110,000)

($3,500,000)

4
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2050
Map #

Project Name

Description
commute via alternative mode
- including vanpooling and
other ridesharing - and
currently utilize informal and
unimproved locations

Estimated
Cost

Federal

State

Local

Total

2033-2040 Balance Remaining

$0

$1,431,000

($99,000)

$1,332,000

2041-2050 Funding Allocation

$39,776,300

$150,925,000

$19,612,600

$210,313,900

Remaining Balance from 2033-2040

$0

$1,431,000

($99,000)

$1,332,000

2041-2050 Starting Balance

$39,776,300

$152,356,000

$19,513,600

$211,645,900

-

Operating
Assistance

Line Item

$135,000,000

($39,026,300)

($78,573,700)

($17,400,000)

($135,000,000)

-

Replacement
Vehicles

Line Item

$55,000,000

($750,000)

($52,625,000)

($1,625,000)

($55,000,000)

-

Expansion
Vehicles

Line Item

$6,000,000

$0

($5,805,000)

($195,000)

($6,000,000)

-

Advanced Public
Transportation
Systems

Line Item

$1,800,000

$0

($1,745,000)

($55,000)

($1,800,000)

-

Shelters and
Amenities

Line Item

$900,000

$0

($875,000)

($25,000)

($900,000)

-

Facility
Improvements

Line Item

$1,800,000

$0

($1,745,000)

($55,000)

($1,800,000)

-

Office, Shop, and
Maintenance
Equipment

Line Item

$1,800,000

$0

($1,745,000)

($55,000)

($1,800,000)

-

Major Bus and
Building Parts

Line Item

$1,300,000

$0

($1,260,000)

($40,000)

($1,300,000)
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2050
Map #

5

Project Name

Description

CCOT Operations
and Storage
Facility Upgrade

Construct or lease an
expanded and updated
operations and vehicle storage
location for the CCOT at a
Centre County facility to be
determined

Estimated
Cost

Federal

State

Local

Total

$7,500,000

$0

($7,260,000)

($240,000)

($7,500,000)

2041-2050 Balance Remaining

$0

$722,300

($176,400)

$545,900
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Figure 40: Public Transportation Projects
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Table 27: Public Transportation Projects for Future Consideration
Description

Estimated
Cost

Federal

State

Local

Total

Intermodal
Transportation
Hub

Construct an intermodal transportation hub
to promote public transportation usage and
facilitate connections between modes. This
facility will serve as a central transit focal
point, and will include connections to
automobile parking and intercity bus service,
as well as bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

$20,000,000

($3,000,000)

($16,000,000)

($1,000,000)

($20,000,000)

Buffalo Run
Valley Commuter
Service

Establish commuter bus service and/or
ridesharing services linking the Buffalo Run
Valley to the State College area.

$1,000,000

$0

($950,000)

($50,000)

($1,000,000)

Penns Valley
Commuter
Service

Establish commuter bus service and/or
ridesharing services linking the Penns Valley
to the State College area.

$1,000,000

$0

($950,000)

($50,000)

($1,000,000)

Altoona-Tyrone
Commuter
Service

Establish commuter bus service and/or
ridesharing services linking the Altoona and
Tyrone areas to the State College area.

$1,000,000

$0

($950,000)

($50,000)

($1,000,000)

Mountaintop
Region
Commuter
Service

Establish commuter bus service and/or
ridesharing services linking the Snow Shoe
area and Mountaintop Region to the State
College area.

$1,000,000

$0

($950,000)

($50,000)

($1,000,000)

Lower Bald Eagle
Valley Commuter
Service

Establish commuter bus service and/or
ridesharing services linking the Lock Haven
area and Lower Bald Eagle Valley to the
State College area.

$1,000,000

$0

($950,000)

($50,000)

($1,000,000)

Moshannon
Valley Regional
Bus Service

Establish regional circulating bus service to
improve access to business and services
throughout the area.

$2,500,000

$0

($2,375,000)

($125,000)

($2,500,000)

CATA Operations
Facility Solar
Energy
Installation

Design and construct a project to outfit the
CATA facility in Ferguson Township with a
solar energy system to enhance existing
clean energy and sustainability initiatives.

$500,000

($75,000)

($400,000)

($25,000)

($500,000)

Project Name
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Table 28: Bicycle and Pedestrian Project List
2050
Map #

Project Name

1

Boal Avenue Road Diet

2

Brick Town Trail

3

Centre Region Bike Plan

4
5
6
7
8
9

Harris Twp to Centre Hall
Trail
Lemont to South Atherton
Bike Facility
Lemont to State College
Bike Facility
Milesburg to Bellefonte Trail
Northland Area Mobility
Study
Oakwood to Arboretum
Bikeway

10

Patton Bikeways

11

Penns and Brush Valley
Trail Feasibility Study

12

Philipsburg Streetscape

13

Pine Grove Mills Small Area
Plan Improvements

14

Pine Grove Mills
Streetscape/Lights

15
16

SCB Comprehensive
Bicycle Plan
Spring Mills Trail

Description
Study to improve the functionality of Boal Avenue to balance the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists and
motor vehicles from the PA Military Museum driveway to Earlystown Road.
The 14-mile Bald Eagle Creek corridor of the Brick Town Trail originates at the historic Curtin Village
near I-80 in Centre County and ends at the historic New York Central Train Station in Beech Creek
Borough, Clinton County.
Construction of various bike corridors (shared use paths, bike lanes, and bike routes) identified in the
Centre Region.
Develop an approximately 7 mile off the road bike/pedestrian trail that would connect Harris Township
to Centre Hall, possibly utilizing the abandoned rail corridor where feasible.
Bike lanes and sidewalk and/or a shared use bike path from central Lemont to Hills Plaza.
Bike lanes and/or bike path/sidewalk along Elmwood Street and East College Avenue to provide
bicycle/pedestrian connection from Lemont to State College.
Construct a 2.5-mile, multi-purpose trail (or other facility type) connecting Bellefonte and Milesburg
Boroughs in Centre County along Spring Creek.
The study developed 28 distinct projects and mobility recommendations related to safety, efficiency
and usefulness of pedestrian, bicycle, transit and vehicle modes.
A bikeway/shared use path from the Oakwood neighborhood to the Penn State Arboretum
Construction of safe bike paths to key destinations throughout Patton Twp including Oakwood
Connector to the Bellefonte Central Rail Trail, Douglas Drive to Valley Vista Shared Use Path, and
Scotia Road Connector from Circleville Road Path to Gray's Woods Boulevard.
Construct some sections of the 27-mile former historic Lewisburg-Tyrone, Centre and Spruce Creek
railroad alignments that travels through a majority of the Penns Valley and a section of the Centre
Region.
Streetscape enhancements including pedestrian safety improvements, enhanced street lighting, utility
relocation, street tree plantings, new sidewalks and curbing.
Projects to improve safety and provide for multiple modes of transportation in the Pine Grove Mills
area.
Project involves the installation of vintage style street lights in the village of Pine Grove Mills from the
intersection of SR26/SR45 (flashing light) west past the Ferguson Elementary School to St Paul’s
Lutheran Church.
Collect and analyze data and information to comprehensively look at a bicycle network in and around
the Centre Region including existing and new routes.
Construct a 1.23-mile bicycle/pedestrian trail through the Village of Spring Mills
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2050
Map #

Project Name

17

SR 45 West Bike Path Hess Field

18

Toftrees BCRT Bikeway

19

West College Ave
Streetscape

Description
Installation of a bike/pedestrian shared use path along Route 45 West to the intersection of South
Atherton Street/Warner Boulevard, where it would connect with the South Atherton Shared Use Path.
A bikeway/shared use path from the end of the improved Arboretum/Toftrees bikeway to Toftrees
Avenue
Corridor streetscape construction including sidewalk, benches, trees and lighting
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Figure 41: Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects
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LRTP 2050 Action Plan
A short-term three-year Action Plan has been prepared to outline key activities for the CCMPO to advance. The Action Plan will be revisited
in Year 2 of the three-year period to ensure progress is being made and identify needed adjustments.
The Action Plan will guide bi-annual reports to the CCMPO to track progress in advancing projects to completion.

Table 29: Action Plan
Action

Aligns with
Which Federal
Planning
Factors?4

Advances Which
LRTP Goals and
Objectives?5

Description

Partners

Analyze input from
stakeholder meetings
conducted with
municipalities and other
agencies and
organizations in 2018
and 2019

Utilize GIS tools to evaluate the stakeholder
input and identify candidate projects and
programs for the next LRTP. Also utilize the
input to identify planning activities and other
actions needed to address issues and needs
and investigate funding resources to advance
those activities.

Stakeholders
PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8

Continue stakeholder
meetings with
municipalities and other
agencies and
organizations

Prepare a schedule for continuing
opportunities to collaborate about
transportation needs and planning activities
that inform the LRTP

Stakeholders
PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8

Develop safety education
for users of all travel
modes

Work with PennDOT, transportation
providers, and other stakeholders to
develop/expand education resources for all
users.

Stakeholders
PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO
CATA

2,3,7

1, 2

Stakeholder Actions

4
5

Federal planning factors are listed on page 4.
LRTP 2050 goals and objectives are listed on page 10.
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Action

Description

Partners

Aligns with
Which Federal
Planning
Factors?4

Advances Which
LRTP Goals and
Objectives?5

Preserve the integrity of
transit operations and
level of service

Work with transit providers and other
stakeholders to make prudent investments in
transit operations and identify and track
metrics to assess performance and inform
future decision-making.

CATA
CCOT

2,3,6,7,8

2,3,4

Encourage adoption of
County and Municipal
Complete Streets
Ordinances

Develop a model Complete Streets ordinance
for distribution to the municipalities and
provide staff assistance related to revising to
meet individual municipal needs.

Municipalities
CCMPO
CCPCDO

2,3,4,5,10

4,5,6,8

Continue to update data
associated with federal
performance measures
to reflect updated
targets, changing
requirements, and most
recent conditions

Work with PennDOT and transportation
providers to obtain and analyze data and
other resources to identify potential projects
and programs intended to help meet
performance measure targets

FHWA
PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

2,3,4,7,8

1,2,3

Reduce the number of
bridges in poor condition

Work with PennDOT to utilize the Bridge
Asset Management System (BAMS) to
update the bridge project list and prioritize
necessary bridge repair/replacement projects
for inclusion on the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP)

PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

2,3,4,8

1,2,3

Reduce the number of
highway miles with poor
pavement condition

Work with PennDOT to utilize the Pavement
Asset Management System (PAMS) to
identify and prioritize roadway paving projects
for the TIP

PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

3,4,8

1,2,3

Reduce the number of
crashes involving
fatalities, serious

Work with PennDOT to review and analyze
crash data through the Network Screening
Tool to identify and prioritize projects that will

Stakeholders
PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

2,3

1,2,3,4

Performance Measure
Actions
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Action

Description

Partners

Aligns with
Which Federal
Planning
Factors?4

Advances Which
LRTP Goals and
Objectives?5

injuries, and pedestrians
and bicyclists

help the CCMPO and PennDOT meet safety
performance measure targets.

Maintain the National
Highway System (NHS)
in good condition

Make investments on NHS roadways and
bridges to maintain pavement and bridge
conditions in a state of good repair and meet
performance measure targets

PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

1,2,6,7,8

1,2,3

Maintain transit vehicles
and other assets in a
state of good repair.

Invest in transit to maintain state of good
repair.

CATA
CCOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

2,3,7,8

2,3,4

Identify the location of populations
experiencing barriers to transportation
access, and work with transportation
providers and other stakeholders to identify
policy and programmatic opportunities for
improving access to transportation

PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

1,4,5,9

3,4,5

Educate users on
resiliency planning
efforts

Work with stakeholders to provide awareness
about the local impacts of climate change and
the benefits of resiliency planning

Stakeholders
PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

3,8,9

6,7

Protect and enhance the
environment, promote
energy conservation, and
improve quality of life

Maintain the PennDOT Connects process for
transportation improvements.

Stakeholders
PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

5,9

6,7,8

Social Justice Actions
Expand equity analysis
beyond the
Environmental Justice
(EJ) requirements for
minority and low-income
populations to identify
barriers to transportation
access for other
populations
Resiliency Actions

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

179

8. Implementation

Action

Description

Partners

Aligns with
Which Federal
Planning
Factors?4

Advances Which
LRTP Goals and
Objectives?5

Prioritize the climate
vulnerabilities in our
transportation systems

Track and identify the at-risk transportation
related assets.

Stakeholders
PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

2,3,5,9

6,7

Integrate with other
regional plans

Implement the Centre County 2021 Hazard
Mitigation Plan specific to transportation and
the transportation recommendations in the
Bellefonte Borough and Centre Region
Climate Action and Adaptation Plans.

Stakeholders
PennDOT
CCMPO
CCPCDO

5,9

6,7,8
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Appendix A
CCMPO Technical and Coordinating
Committee Members
Technical Committee
▪

Centre County – Ray Stolinas

▪

Centre County – Vacant

▪

College Township – Mike Bloom

▪

Ferguson Township – Ron Seybert

▪

Halfmoon Township – Vacant

▪

Harris Township – George Harrigan

▪

Patton Township – Stephen Casson

▪

State College Borough – Aaron Jolin

▪

Nittany Valley Planning Region – Rick Dillon

▪

Penns Valley Planning Region – Joel Myers

▪

Lower Bald Eagle Valley Planning Region – John Gribble

▪

Upper Bald Eagle Valley Planning Region – Mark Lively

▪

Moshannon Valley Planning Region – Pat Romano

▪

Mountaintop Planning Region – Michele Barbin

▪

Centre Area Transportation Authority – Louwana Oliva

▪

Centre Region Planning Commission – Jim May

▪

PennDOT Central Office – Frank Hampton

▪

PennDOT District 2-0 – Vickie Rusnak

▪

Penn State University – Rob Demayo

▪

Federal Highway Administration – Matt Smoker

▪

Federal Transit Administration – Laura Keeley
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Coordinating Committee
▪

Centre County – Michael Pipe

▪

Centre County – Mark Higgins

▪

College Township – Eric Bernier

▪

Ferguson Township – Lisa Strickland

▪

Halfmoon Township – Barbara Spencer

▪

Harris Township – Frank Harden

▪

Patton Township – Pamela Robb

▪

State College Borough – Theresa Lafer

▪

Nittany Valley Planning Region – Doug Johnson

▪

Penns Valley Planning Region – Dick Decker

▪

Lower Bald Eagle Planning Region – David Veneziano

▪

Upper Bald Eagle Planning Region – Keith Reese

▪

Moshannon Valley Planning Region – Vacant

▪

Mountaintop Planning Region – Ken Hall

▪

Centre Area Transportation Authority – John Spychalski

▪

Centre Region Planning Commission – Jon Eich

▪

PennDOT Central Office – Larry Shifflet

▪

PennDOT District 2-0 – Tom Zurat

▪

Penn State University – Rob Cooper

▪

Federal Highway Administration – Matt Smoker

▪

Federal Transit Administration – Laura Keeley
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Appendix B
Environmental Justice Analysis
Overview
Background
Presidential Executive Order 12898 of 1994 declared that “each Federal agency shall make
achieving Environmental Justice (EJ) part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.”
Because the CCMPO has a role in the planning and programming of federal funds for transportation
projects and programs through the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP), the CCMPO must determine if the investment of those federal funds
results in disparate impacts to minority and low-income populations.
In Pennsylvania, the analysis of potential EJ impacts to minority and low-income populations is
conducted using guidance established in the South Central Pennsylvania Environmental Justice
Unified Process and Methodology Guide (April 2019), 1 which was jointly developed by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) PA Division, Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Region III,
PennDOT Central Office, PennDOT Engineering District 8-0, and six MPOs within District 8-0. The
guide provides several strategies for accomplishing the “core elements” of an EJ analysis acceptable
to FHWA and FTA.
The guide identifies specific core activities that MPOs in Pennsylvania should complete in an EJ
analysis, while recognizing that individual EJ analyses are not a “one-size-fits-all” approach. The
guide is a starting point and provides an incremental approach to follow, with consideration of an
individual MPO’s transportation system, demographics, and staff capacity. For the EJ Analysis of the
2050 LRTP, the CCMPO staff determined that the guide’s “Core Analysis” level of evaluation should
be pursued.
The basic elements of an EJ analysis that meets the spirit and intent of the Executive Order are
recommended to be:





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

The CCMPO’s EJ Analysis for the 2050 LRTP includes the following core elements from the South
Central EJ Unified Process and Methodology Guide:



Profile of low-income and minority populations
Gradient and dot density maps of low-income and minority populations

https://www.ycpc.org/DocumentCenter/View/1219/Volume-I---Methodology-Guide and
https://www.ycpc.org/DocumentCenter/View/1220/Volume-II---Technical-Document
1

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

2









Chart of distribution of pedestrian and bicycle crashes
Table of distribution of poor bridges
Table of distribution of International Roughness Index (IRI)
Categorize projects
Map over demographic layer
Project distribution and investment mapping
Qualitative narrative

Environmental Justice Populations
Federal regulations require that only minority and low-income populations be considered in an EJ
analysis. Minority and low-income populations in Centre County were identified using data from the
U.S. Census Bureau’s 2010 Decennial Census and 2013-2017 American Community Survey (ACS).
The following definitions are used for the purposes of the EJ Analysis:
Minority – Person who is:
• Black/African American
• Hispanic or Latino
• Asian American
• American Indian/Native American or Alaskan Native
• Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Low-Income – Person whose median household income is at or below the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.

Analysis of Impacts
Census block group information from the ACS data was used to prepare maps illustrating the
geographic location of minority and low-income populations in Centre County. The locations of the
roadway and bridge projects on the 2050 LRTP were overlaid on these maps, when a location was
specified. Not all projects have a specific location and therefore cannot be mapped for impacts.
For example, the Pavement, Bridge and Safety Line Item in the 2050 LRTP includes funding that is
not currently allocated to specific projects. Also, the State College Area Connector (SCAC) project
only has a study area identified at this time, and details of potential impacts to minority and lowincome populations cannot be determined due to the size of the study area and until potential
alternative improvements are identified. As the SCAC project advances through a Planning and
Environment Linkages (PEL) Study and the Preliminary Engineering (PE) Phase when alternatives
are identified, EJ analyses for future TIPs will address EJ impacts associated with this project.
The public transportation projects on the 2050 LRTP that are sponsored by the Centre Area
Transportation Authority (CATA) and the Centre County Office of Transportation (CCOT) address
the planning and delivery of public transit service, and these projects do not typically impact a
specific geographic location. Until more detail is known about these projects, the transit projects are
not specifically included on the maps.
However, CATA’s fixed bus routes are illustrated on the maps, which allows for the identification of
potential disparate impacts to minority and low-income populations associated with the provision of
transit service. In addition to the routes, individual bus stops were also mapped to highlight points of
access to the CATA fixed- route system. Also included in the mapping were two buffers along the
fixed bus routes: 1) 500-foot buffer; and 2) ¼-mile buffer. These buffers provide more insight about
the proximity of minority and low-income populations to transit routes.
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The CCOT provides paratransit service throughout all of Centre County, on a shared-ride and
demand-response basis utilizing vehicles owned and operated by Centre County government.
Because the service is demand-responsive, is not limited to specific routes or locations, and covers
all of Centre County, no mapping was prepared related to the CCOT’s services.
The tables included in later sections of this EJ Analysis are highlighted in blue to illustrate how
minority and low-income populations are impacted and meet the EJ review requirements. There are
also tables that illustrate where crashes, poor pavement and bridge conditions, and the investment
of highway and bridge funding on the LRTP are located in relation to minority and low-income
populations.

Map Review
The South Central Pennsylvania EJ Unified Process and Methodology Guide recommends that a
map series be part of the EJ Analysis. The maps (provided in Appendix B-1) were prepared using
directions provided in the guide. The maps should be reviewed inclusively with the information
provided in the Transportation System Condition section, following, to provide a full understanding of
the distribution of census block groups with minority and low-income populations that exceed the
county average.
The large size of the block groups in Centre County limits the accuracy of locating minority and lowincome populations. The gradient and dot density thematic maps (the dot density map is based on
random placement of dots within the block groups) are intended to generally locate minority or lowincome populations. The maps can only be improved through significant review and analysis of each
block group to provide a more accurate location of the minority and low-income populations.
Below is a list of maps provided in Appendix B-1:
Minority Populations








Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County – Gradient Map
Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County – Dot Density Map
Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Data with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre
County
Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
Pavement Conditions with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
LRTP Projects with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
Transit Access with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County

Low-income Populations








Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County – Gradient Map
Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County – Dot Density Map
Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Data with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre
County
Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County
Pavement Conditions with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County
LRTP Projects with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County
Transit Access with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County
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Transportation System Condition
Crash Data
PennDOT crash data from 2013 to 2017 was reviewed for proximity to census block groups with
minority and low-income populations that are higher than the county average.
Crash Data and Minority Populations
A review of the crash data relative to the location of minority populations indicated there are fewer
crashes in block groups where minority populations exceed the county average.





62% of the pedestrians involved were in block groups where higher than average minority
population groups reside.
57% percent of the bicyclists involved were in block groups where higher than average
minority population groups reside.
Specifics about reported injuries were not provided, but 25% of the injuries were in block
groups where higher than average minority population groups reside.
10% of the fatalilties were in block groups where higher than average minority population
groups reside.

Crash Data in Low-income Populations
A review of the crash data relative to the location of low-income populations indicated there are
fewer crashes in block groups where low-income populations exceed the county average.





58% of the pedestrians involved were in block groups where higher than average low-income
population groups reside.
48% percent of the bicyclists involved were in block groups where higher than average lowincome population groups reside.
Specifics about reported injuries were not provided, but 22% of the injuries were in block
groups where higher than average low-income population groups reside.
14% of the fatalilties were in block groups where higher than average low-income population
groups reside.
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The following maps related to crash data are included in Appendix B-1:



Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Data with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre
County
Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Data with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre
County

Poor Condition (Deficient) Bridges
PennDOT data about state and locally owned bridges in poor (deficient) condition was reviewed for
proximity to census block groups with minority and low-income populations that are higher than the
county average.
Deficient Bridges in Minority Populations
Of 55 poor-condition state bridges in Centre County, only 3 deficient state bridges were located in
block groups where higher than average minority population groups reside. No locally owned bridges
in poor condition were located in block groups where higher than average minority population groups
reside.

Deficient Bridges in Low-income Populations
Of 55 poor condition state bridges in Centre County, only 4 deficient state bridges were located in
block groups where higher than average low-income population groups reside. One locally owned
bridge of 15 in poor condition was located in a block group where higher than average low-income
population groups reside.
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The following maps related to bridge condition data are included in Appendix B-1:



Deficient Bridge Data with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
Deficient Bridge Data with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County

Pavement Conditions
PennDOT data about the pavement condition on state owned roadways was reviewed for proximity
to census block groups with minority and low-income populations that are higher than the county
average. Only pavement conditions considered to be “Excellent” and “Poor” were illustrated and
reviewed.
Pavement Conditions in Minority Populations
 For the block groups with greater than the county average of minority populations, 17.02
miles of pavement were considered to be in Excellent condition and 4.8 miles of pavement
were considered in Poor condition.
 In the remaining block groups, 206.2 miles were considered to be in Excellent condition, and
65.34 miles were considered to be in Poor condition.

Pavement Conditions in Low-income Populations
 For the block groups with greater than the county average of low-income populations, 35.97
miles of pavement were considered to be in Excellent condition and 9.66 miles of pavement
were considered in Poor condition.
 In the remaining block groups, 287.25 miles were considered to be in Excellent condition,
and 60.93 miles were considered to be in Poor condition.

The following maps related to pavement condition data are included in Appendix B-1:
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Pavement Conditions with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
Pavement Conditions with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County

Bridge, Highway, and Transit Investments
Part of the EJ Analysis illustrates the investment of transportation funding in the block groups with
higher than average concentrations of minority populations and poverty populations, based on the
geographic location of the projects within the block groups. Since not all projects could be
geographically located, not all funding can be located in a block group interval. Therefore, a total of
$332,155,474 (99%) in transportation funding investments could be mapped.

Bridge and Highway Investment in Minority Populations


$21,313,058 in transportation investments on the TIP are being made in block groups with
greater than the county average of 14.21% minority population.

Bridge and Highway Investment in Low-income Populations


$28,354,898 in transportation investments on the TIP are being made in block groups with
greater than the county average of 18.4% low-income population.

Percent Population Poverty - Block Group Intervals
Project Category

0.00% - 4.58%

4.59% - 18.39%

18.4% - 24.9%

24.91% - 45.53%

45.54% - 87.73%

Highway (capital/betterment, repaving, maintenance)

$120,910,415

$126,025,057

$6,963,763

$4,501,964

$15,051,320

State Bridge (replacement, rehabilitation, and
maintenance)
Total

$22,207,549
$143,117,964

$34,657,556
$160,682,613

$1,837,850
$8,801,613

$0
$4,501,964

$0
$15,051,320

The following maps related to bridge and highway investments are included at the end of this
document and are:



LRTP with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
LRTP with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County

Transit Investment in Minority and Low-income Populations
The CCMPO considered the evaluation of transit investments in block groups that exceed the county
average for minority and low-income populations. After careful review, it was determined the transit
projects could not be physically located and mapped to accurately identify impacts in block groups.
The transit projects represent system enhancements that provide benefit to all potential users. Since
all users are thought to benefit in a similar way, a transit investment table was not prepared.
Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

8

The following maps related to transit access are included in Appendix B-1:



Transit Access with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
Transit Access with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County

Qualitative Evaluation of 2050 LRTP Projects
The EJ Analysis for the LRTP includes a new approach for preparing a qualitative assessment that
is more consistent with the FHWA and FTA core elements and more closely reflects the updated EJ
Guide and training.
Below is a table illustrating the qualitative basis used to evaluate LRTP projects. The table includes
a project category and a project impact type. The project impact type varies by level of impact to
minority and low-income populations.


Red impact – project likely to result in high impact relative to short-term or long-term
disruptions, increased right-of-way acquisition, increased commute time, etc.



Yellow impact – project likely to result in some disruptions but not as significant or for as
long as red impact projects.



Green impact – projects likely to result in the least adverse impact and add the most benefit
to minority and low-income population – bicycle, pedestrian, transit projects.
Project Category

Project Impact Type

Major Capital/Capacity Adding

Projects of potential concern/significant impact

Bridges (replacement,
rehabilitation, maintenance)

Lower potential impacts/potential benefit

Highway (Betterment, congestion
management, repaving,
maintenance)

Lower potential impacts/benefit

Highway Safety

Lower potential impacts/benefit

Bike/Ped

Low potential for adverse impacts

Transit

Low potential for adverse impacts

The LRTP Highway/Bridge Element project list in Appendix B-2 includes the PennDOT Multimodal
Project Management System (MPMS) number, a brief project description, and the assigned project
impact type.
Most of the projects on the Highway/Bridge Element of the LRTP are believed to have some
potential adverse/beneficial impact (yellow impact) on minority or low-income populations.
One project on the Highway/Bridge Element of the LRTP is anticipated to have low impacts (green
impact) to minority or low-income populations. MPMS #111453 (State Route 3014 Atherton Street,
Pedestrian and Streetscape Improvements) has a low potential for adverse impacts and is located in
block groups with both minority and poverty populations above the county average. The project is
expected to provide benefits for pedestrians and bicyclists.
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Two major highway projects are anticipated to result in a significant impact (red impact) to minority
or low-income population groups. MPMS #3142, the I-80/I-99 High Speed Interchange, involves the
construction of a new highway interchange over a five-year time period. Right-of-way for the project
has already been acquired, so no adverse impact is expected from acquisition of property occupied
by minority or low-income persons. However, the construction time period will last approximately 5-6
years, which will result in disruptions of traffic flow for minority and low-income persons living in the
area near the project, or traveling through the project area. The project will ultimately result in the
addition of new roadway capacity that will make travel safer and more convenient.
The second major project anticipated to have a significant (red) impact from a qualitative perspective
is MPMS #112784, the State College Area Connector (SCAC) project. Although the project has not
yet been advanced through the PEL Study and PE Phase, the qualitative analysis was based on the
assumption that an improvement(s) of some type would occur within the SCAC study area,
potentially resulting in both negative (burden) and positive (benefit) impacts.
The LRTP Transit Element project list in Appendix B-3 also includes the PennDOT MPMS number, a
brief project description, and the assigned project impact type. The CCMPO determined that the
transit projects would have low potential for adverse impacts and are anticipated to benefit block
groups that have minority and poverty populations above the county average. The projects are
system-wide improvements for the benefit of all users.

Public Participation
One of the core EJ principles is “to ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected
communities in the transportation decision-making process.” One of key recommendations in the
South Central Pennsylvania EJ Unified Process and Methodology Guide is to address environmental
justice considerations and engage the public early in the development of, and project selection for,
the LRTP. Because the new process detailed in the guide and the substantial reduction in funding
for the LRTP limited the addition of new projects, public participation relative to EJ impacts was
focused on review of the Draft LRTP.
Several steps are being taken to enable the public to comment for the LRTP. A 30-day public
comment period is being held from August 14, 2020, through September 14, 2020. During this time,
the Draft TIP is available on the CCMPO’s website. Links to the website are also being posted on
the websites of partner agencies and organizations. Because of the travel, workplace, and
interaction restrictions resulting from the COVID-19 national health emergency, the placement of
LRTP documents at physical locations is not feasible. Because of the restrictions on physical review
locations, the CCMPO will mail copies of the documents to members of the public who request
physical copies, based on requests made through the website or by telephone.
Because of the restrictions resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic, a virtual public meeting is
scheduled for Wednesday, September 2, 2020, from 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., in lieu of a public
meeting scheduled at a physical location. Members of the public wishing to participate in the virtual
public meeting may sign up for access by contacting the CCMPO staff directly at, or by registering
through, the CCMPO website. The session includes a brief presentation by MPO staff and an
opportunity to provide comments to the staff.
The comment period and virtual public meeting were advertised in three newspapers that serve
Centre County. A notice was also placed on the C-NET public access cable television bulletin board,
and a press release was sent to 31 broadcast and print media outlets, including web-based
community news publishers.
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Correspondence was emailed or mailed to 83 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 interested parties list is revised on an
ongoing basis.
Notices were also emailed and mailed to the municipal managers or secretaries for 35 municipalities
in Centre County, persons on the mailing list for CCMPO meetings and reports, and eight Native
American Tribes and Nations whose ancestors had at one time lived in Centre County.
All notices include the dates for the start and conclusion of the public comment period, information
about the virtual public meeting, and the website address to access the documents or request a
paper copy of the documents.
CATA actively solicits input from populations of concern when planning and implementing its annual
program of fixed-route transit service. Through its subsequent annual service plan adjustments,
CATA is continually working to improve public transit service to key areas, many of which include
concentrations of populations of concern. CATA also provides comments to the municipalities in its
service area about land development plans, relative to the inclusion of public transit stops and
pedestrian connections that help to serve its customers. The CCOT works closely with several
human service agencies to address transportation access issues for members of minority and lowincome populations.

Future EJ Analysis
As the CCMPO continues to participate in the planning and programming of federal funds for
transportation projects and programs through the LRTP and the TIP, future activities will include:





Enhancing analytical capabilities to ensure that the LRTP complies with Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.
Identifying residential, employment, and transportation patterns of minority and low-income
populations so that their needs can be identified and addressed, and the benefits and
burdens of transportation investments can be fairly distributed.
Evaluating and, where necessary, improving the public involvement process to eliminate
participation barriers and engage minority and low-income populations in transportation
decision-making.

Many of these foundational actions will be pursued through the periodic EJ Analyses conducted for
the LRTP.
The CCMPO relied on the methodology established in the South Central EJ Unified Process and
Methodology Guide to complete the EJ Analysis for the 2050 LRTP. The guide is divided into three
levels of analysis, and the CCMPO utilized the core (first) analysis level for the evaluation of the
2050 LRTP.
The CCMPO anticipates expanding the analysis for future TIPs and LRTPs to include the second
level, identified in the guide as the “First Enhancement Activity.” This second level is intended to
broaden the analysis beyond what the census data and PennDOT transportation system condition
data provide relative to potential impacts on minority and low-income populations.

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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The CCMPO recognizes the value in the First Enhancement Activity items but notes that resources
are limited, and that all of these second level activities may not be completed. The CCMPO may
focus on the following First Enhancement Activity items:









Including other potentially disadvantaged populations in the mapping and analysis.
Comparing EJ and non-EJ populations in proximity to non-motorized infrastructure.
Preparing and including charts of distribution of non-motorized infrastructure.
Including EJ representation on CCMPO committees and/or special subcommittees.
Establishing vision and goals to address EJ populations.
Developing EJ-related criteria for project selection to evaluate investment in minority and
low-income block groups that exceed the county average.
Collecting project information through open-ended questions to support investment for lowincome and minority block groups that exceed the county average.
Exploring project funding guidance.

Other First Enhancement Activity items will need even more staff time and resources to advance,
such as:






Establishing travel profiles by minority and low-income status for travel time and means of
transportation.
Including of demographic (minority and low-income) questions in transportation surveys.
Assessing impact of projects on regional access and travel times.
Expanding EJ into LRTP goals and project selection criteria.
Continuing to develop programs, projects, and partnerships with EJ populations.

The CCMPO will require the assistance of FHWA, FTA, PennDOT, CATA, CCOT, and other project
sponsors in advancing future activities so that meaningful refinements to the CCMPO’s EJ Analysis
process and products continue to be made.

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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Appendix B-1: Maps
List of maps provided in this appendix:
Minority Populations


Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County – Gradient Map



Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County – Dot Density Map



Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Data with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre
County



Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County



Pavement Conditions with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County



LRTP Projects with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County



Transit Access with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County

Low-income Populations


Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County – Gradient Map



Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County – Dot Density Map



Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Data with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre
County



Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County



Pavement Conditions with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County



LRTP Projects with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County



Transit Access with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County
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Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County – Gradient Map
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Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County – Dot Density Map
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Data with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
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Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
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Pavement Conditions with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
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LRTP Projects with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
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Transit Access with Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County
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Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County – Gradient Map
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Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County – Dot Density Map
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Data with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County
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Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

24

Pavement Conditions with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County
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LRTP Projects with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County
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Transit Access with Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County

Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050

27

Appendix B-2:
Project Impact for TIP Highway/Bridge Element
2050 LRTP Project Impact to EJ Populations – Highways
See key to color-coding and related discussion on page 9.

2050
Map #

MPMS #

Project Name

Description

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

Adopted 2021-2024 TIP Funding Period
1

113890

Struble Road Rail Crossing
Warning Device

Rail crossing improvements on Struble Road near Route 26
College Ave. in College Twp.

Highway

2

113451

High Friction Surface Treatment HSIP

HSIP Program - Repaving of sections of Routes 26, 322,
350 in Rush and Ferguson Twps.

Highway

3

76136

Route 26//Route 45 (Shingletown
Rd.)
Intersection Safety Improvements

Realignment of intersection and addition of traffic signal in
Ferguson Twp.

Highway

4

112588

Route 26 Jacksonville Road
Betterment

Minor widening and improvements in vertical and horizontal
alignment in Marion Twp.

Highway

5

106034

Route 64/Route 550
Intersection Safety Improvements

Realignment of intersection and addition of traffic signal in
Walker Twp.

Highway

6

112784

State College Area Connector

Preliminary Engineering and Final Design
Initial study area includes portions of Benner, College,
Harris, Potter, Spring Twps., and Centre Hall Boro

Highway

7

111453

SR 3014 Atherton St.
Pedestrian and Streetscape
Improvements

Sidewalk and crosswalk improvements near College and
Beaver Avenues, funded with federal Transportation
Alternatives Program funding.

Highway

8

101960

SR 3014 Atherton Street
Drainage/Repaving Section 153

Replace or rehabilitate existing deteriorating storm sewers
and repave Atherton Street from Curtin Road to Westerly
Parkway.

Highway

9

114006

SR 3017 High Street
Rail Crossing Improvements

Rail crossing improvements on High St. near the Port
Matilda Boro Municipal Building in Port Matilda Boro

Highway
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2050
Map #

MPMS #

Project Name

Description

10

3142

I-80/I-99 High Speed Interchange
Exit 161 Interchange

11

74912

I-80 Bridge Replacements
Over Hubler Ridge Rd. and Sand
Ridge Rd.

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

New high-speed interchange providing free-flow, direct
connections between I-80 and I-99, at the location of the
existing Exit 161. No local access will be provided at this
location.

Highway

Replacement of existing bridges carrying I-80 over
roadways in Marion Twp.

Highway

2025-2028 TIP Funding Period
12

101961

SR 3014 Atherton Street
Drainage/Repaving Section 154

Replace or rehabilitate existing deteriorating storm sewers
and repave Atherton Street from Westerly Parkway to
Scenery Park Drive

Highway

13

93262

SR 26/SR150 Howard Intersection

Safety improvement such as ITS devices and signing in
Howard Twp.

Highway

14

113550

SR 144 (Runville Road)

Implementation of drainage improvements from SR 150 to
Lucas Road in Boggs Twp.

Highway

15

SR 150 (Phoenix Ave Intersection)

At minimum, the project would implement a warranted traffic
signal at this intersection and may include a left turn lane on
SR 150 if feasible. Phoenix Avenue’s cross section would be
expanded to include one ingress lane and two egress lanes
(one left turn, one right turn) and gates would be installed at
the railroad crossing. The project may also include a full
realignment of intersections and a bridge replacement.

Highway

16

SR 144-SR 4005 (I-80 Interchange
147) Intersection Improvements
(STUDY ONLY)

This intersection is difficult to negotiate and should be
studied to determine if signalization is warranted and what
other improvements (i.e. complete streets application,
access management, paint treatments, ITS applications)
could be made to improve safe and efficient traffic flow.

Highway

17

SR 350 Intersection Safety
Improvements

Implement safety improvements at the Glass City, Dale
Road and Sleepy Hollow Road intersections with SR 350 in
Rush Twp.

Highway
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2050
Map #

MPMS #

Project Name

Description

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

2029-2032 TIP Funding Period
12

Replace or rehabilitate existing deteriorating storm sewers
and repave Atherton Street, SR3014, from Westerly
Parkway to Scenery Park Drive

Atherton Street
Drainage/Repaving Section 154

Highway

2033-2040 TIP Funding Period
18

SR 3040 Eagle Valley RoadRailroad Ave/Beaver Rd
Intersection (STUDY ONLY)

Remove over-vertical near the intersection and cut back
slope to improve sight distances, possible slight realignmnet of SR 3040

Highway

19

SR 3014 North Atherton Street
Signals

Improve efficiency of operations through the corridor by
upgrading traffic signals with latest technology.

Highway

2041-2050 TIP Funding Period
20

Study to install pedestrian and bicycle amenities from
College Avenue to Scenery Drive, including street lighting
between Hamilton Avenue and Westerly Parkway and
between Allen Street and Scenery Drive, handicapped
ramps, pedestrian refuge islands, etc; widen bridge between
University Drive and East Branch Road to incorporate longer
turn lanes, bicycle and pedestrian amenities; widen street
between Allen Street and Science Street to accommodate
turn lane.

Highway

SR 550 & Saw Mill Rd Intersection

Installation of a westbound left turn lane on SR 550.

Highway

SR 26/SR 45 Pine Grove Mills
Intersection

Realignment of the intersection and installation of a full
functioning traffic signal if warranted at the intersection of
SR26 and SR45 and Nixon Road T334 in the village of Pine
Grove Mills located in Ferguson Township, Centre County.
Currently there exists a flashing traffic signal at this location.

Highway

I-80/I-99 Section B 18 High Speed
Interchange

New high-speed interchange providing free-flow, direct
connections between I-80 and I-99, at the location of the
existing Exit 161. No local access will be provided at this
location.

Highway

I-80/Route 26 Local Access
Interchange

New diamond-type interchange to maintain access between
I-80 and Route 26, near Shay Lane 2.5 miles north of
existing Exit 161.

Highway

SR 3014 South Atherton Street
Improvement (STUDY ONLY)
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2050 LRTP Project Impact to EJ Populations – Bridges
See key to color-coding and related discussion on page 9.
MPMS
#

Project Name

Description

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

Adopted 2021-2024 TIP Funding Period
84343

Sect. 000

Poor Bridge/Betterment Line Item

Bridge

110368

SR 26 Sect. P35

FFY 2025 Bridge Preservation
SR 26 Walnut St.
Howard Causeway Bridge
Howard Twp.

Bridge

88344

SR 504 Sect. A05

SR 504 Eagle Valley Rd.
Trib to Bald Eagle Creek (Walker Hollow) Bridge
Union Twp.

Bridge

109582

SR 504 Sect. A06

SR 504 Black Moshannon Rd.
One Mile Run Bridge
Rush Twp.

Bridge

110305

SR 504 Sect. P36

FFY 2024 Bridge Preservation
SR 504 Eagle Valley Rd.
Wallace Run Bridge
Boggs Twp.

Bridge

SR 3006 High St.
Mill Race Bridge
Bellefonte Borough
3127

SR 879 Sect. P34

FFY 2021 Bridge Preservation
SR 879 Pine Glen Rd.
Burnside Twp.

Bridge

91418

SR 1002 Sect. A14

SR 1002 Marsh Creek Rd.
Marsh Creek Bridge
Liberty Twp.

Bridge

112738

SR 1002 Sect. A15

SR 1002 Marsh Creek Rd.
Trib to Marsh Creek Box Culvert
Liberty Twp.

Bridge
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MPMS
#

Project Name

Description

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

3121

SR 1002 Sect. P29

FFY 2020 Bridge Preservation
SR 26 - College Twp.
SR 1002 - Liberty Twp.
SR 3040 (2 locations) - Huston Twp.
SR 3049 - Rush Twp.l
SR 150 Retaining Wall - Bellefonte Boro
(Work completed at most locations in 2019 and 2020)

92422

SR 1005 Sect. PLK

Centre County
Bridge Plank Replacement - Locations in:
Benner, Boggs, Harris, Marion, Walker Twps.

Bridge

91416

SR 1006 Sect. A01

SR 1006 Old 220 Road
Trib to Bald Eagle Creek Box Culvert
Boggs Twp.

Bridge

91500

SR 2005 Sect. A01

SR 2005 School St.
Sinking Creek Bridge
Gregg Twp.

Bridge

93268

SR 2006 Sect. A02

SR 2006 Brush Valley Rd.Hayes Run Box CulvertHarris Twp.

Bridge

93332

SR 2010 Sect. A01

SR 2010 Upper Georges Valley Rd.
Trib to Muddy Run Box Culvert
Potter Twp.

Bridge

105925

SR 2011 Sect. A07

SR 2011 Penn St.
Mill Race Bridge
Millheim Boro

Bridge

3108

SR 3010 Sect. P15

FFY 2019 Bridge Preservation
SR 3010 Elmwood St.
Spring Creek Bridge
College Twp.
SR 8022 Valley Vista Dr. SB ramp from I-99
Bridge over I-99
Patton Twp.
(Work completed at both locations in 2019 and 2020)
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MPMS
#
88217

Project Name
SR 4005 Sect. A02

Description
SR 4005 Beech Creek Rd.
Bridge over I-80 - Snow Shoe Interchange
Snow Shoe Twp.

Project Impact to
EJ Populations
Bridge

2025-2028 TIP Funding Period
110368

SR 26 Sect. P35

FFY 2025 Bridge Preservation
SR 26 Walnut St.
Howard Causeway Bridge
Howard Twp.

109582

SR 504 Sect. A06

SR 504 Black Moshannon Rd.
One Mile Run Bridge
Rush Twp.

110305

SR 504 Sect. P36

FFY 2024 Bridge Preservation
SR 504 Eagle Valley Rd.
Wallace Run Bridge
Boggs Twp.

Bridge

Bridge

Bridge

SR 3006 High St.
Mill Race Bridge
Bellefonte Borough
91418

SR 1002 Sect. A14

SR 1002 Marsh Creek Rd.
Marsh Creek Bridge
Liberty Twp.

Bridge

91500

SR 2005 Sect. A01

SR 2005 School St.
Sinking Creek Bridge
Gregg Twp.

Bridge

93268

SR 2006 Sect. A02

SR 2006 Brush Valley Rd.
Hayes Run Box Culvert
Harris Twp.

Bridge

93332

SR 2010 Sect. A01

SR 2010 Upper Georges Valley Rd.
Trib to Muddy Run Box Culvert
Potter Twp.

Bridge
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MPMS
#

Project Name

Description

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

88217

SR 4005 Sect. A02

SR 4005 Beech Creek Rd.
Bridge over I-80 - Snow Shoe Interchange
Snow Shoe Twp.

Bridge

88206

SR 3040 Sect. A03
Seg 280 Offset 1591

SR 3040 S. Eagle Valley Rd.
Laurel Run Bridge
Huston Twp.

Bridge

2029-2032 TIP Funding Period
88206

SR 3040 Sect. A03
Seg 280 Offset 1591

SR 3040 S. Eagle Valley Rd.
Laurel Run Bridge
Huston Twp.

Bridge

47617

SR 64 Seg 240 Offset 1072

SR 64 Nittany Valley Dr.
Little Fishing Creek Bridge
Walker Twp.

Bridge

85145

SR 144 Seg 20 Offset 0000

SR 144 Old Fort Rd.
Potter Run Bridge
Potter Twp.

Bridge

109581

SR 4004 Seg 120 Offset 1815

SR 4004 Chestnut Grove Rd.
Trib to Wallace Run Bridge
Union Twp.

Bridge

113123

SR 3030 Seg 80 Offset 1419

SR 3030 Dix Run Rd.
Branch of Dix Run
Union Twp.

Bridge

3148

SR 4006 Seg 20 Offset 0000

SR 4006 Casanova Rd.
Black Bear Run Bridge
Rush Twp.

Bridge

88222

SR 150 Seg 168 Offset 0545

SR 150 Eagle Valley Rd.
Holt Hollow Run Bridge
Boggs Twp.

Bridge

88253

SR 144 Seg 210 Offset 0000

SR 144 Main St.
Logan Branch Bridge
Spring Twp.

Bridge
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MPMS
#

Project Name

Description

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

2033-2040 TIP Funding Period
113124

SR 26 Seg 210 Offset 3187

SR 26 E. College Ave.
Spring Creek Bridge
College Twp.

Bridge

91414

SR 1006 Seg 60 Offset 2157

SR 1006 Old 220 Rd.
Nittany Creek Bridge
Boggs Twp.

Bridge

115653

SR 445 Seg 150 Offset 0000

SR 445 Madisonburg Pike
Laurel Run Bridge
Miles Twp.

Bridge

113126

SR 1016 Seg 180 Offset 0936

SR 1016 Monument Orviston Rd.
Sandy Run Bridge
Liberty Twp.

Bridge

113125

SR 144 Seg 230 Offset 0934

SR 144 Main St.
Logan Branch Bridge
Spring Twp.

Bridge
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Appendix B-3:
Project Impact for TIP Transit Element
2050 LRTP Project Impact to EJ Populations – Transit
See key to color-coding and related discussion on page 9.
MPMS
#

Project Name

Description

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

Adopted 2021-2024 TIP Funding Period

-

Operating Assistance

Line Item

Transit

Replacement Vehicles

Line Item

Transit

Expansion Vehicles

Line Item

Transit

-

Advanced Public Transportation
Systems

Line Item

Transit

-

Shelters and Amenities

Line Item

Transit

Facility Improvements

Line Item

Transit

-

Office, Shop, and Maintenance
Equipment

Line Item

Transit

-

Major Bus and Building Parts

Line Item

Transit

2025-2028 TIP Funding Period

-

Operating Assistance

Line Item

Transit

Replacement Vehicles

Line Item

Transit

Expansion Vehicles

Line Item

Transit

-

Advanced Public Transportation
Systems

Line Item

Transit

-

Shelters and Amenities

Line Item

Transit
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MPMS
#

Project Name

Description

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

-

Facility Improvements

Line Item

Transit

-

Office, Shop, and Maintenance
Equipment

Line Item

Transit

-

Major Bus and Building Parts

Line Item

Transit

College Avenue Transit Facilities

Improve three existing CATA bus stops along College Avenue in
State College Borough - at Heister Street, Allen Street, and
University Club. These stops are served by the majority of CATA's
fixed routes, and utilized by significant numbers of student and
community-based riders. Improvements may include safe curbing
area, adequate staging capacity, shelter, lighting, and pedestrian
and bicycle connections.

Transit

-

CATA Service Area Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) Study

Examine the state of the practice in implementing BRT elements, the
effectiveness of these elements, and the opportunities to utilize such
elements to improve operating efficiency and passenger throughput
along a number of high-density corridors within the CATA fixed route
service area.

Transit

2

College - Beaver Avenue Transit
Signal Priority (TSP) and Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS)

Implement transit signal priority and related ITS technologies along
the college and Beaver Avenue corridors in State College Borough.
The project area will include intersections at Atherton Street,
Burrowes Street / Road, Fraser Street, Allen Street, Pugh Street,
Garner Street / Shortlidge Road, and the University Drive ramps.

Transit

Regional Park and Ride Lot Study

Update the previous 1997 study to account for changing commute
patterns in the region, provide the opportunity to re-prioritize existing
potential sites, add new sites as appropriate, identify potential
environmental issues early in the site selection and design
processes, and work with PennDOT District 2-0 and other
stakeholders to maximize opportunities for use of public right-of-way.

Transit

1

-

2029-2032 TIP Funding Period

-

Operating Assistance

Line Item

Transit

Replacement Vehicles

Line Item

Transit

Expansion Vehicles

Line Item

Transit
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MPMS
#

Project Name

Description

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

-

Advanced Public Transportation
Systems

Line Item

Transit

-

Shelters and Amenities

Line Item

Transit

Facility Improvements

Line Item

Transit

-

Office, Shop, and Maintenance
Equipment

Line Item

Transit

-

Major Bus and Building Parts

Line Item

Transit

3

Moshannon Valley Park and Ride
Lot

Construct improvements to an existing informal lot, or construct a
new lot, to accommodate a significant population of those who
commute via alternative mode - including vanpooling and other
ridesharing - and currently utilize informal and unimproved locations

Transit

2033-2040 TIP Funding Period

-

Operating Assistance

Line Item

Transit

Replacement Vehicles

Line Item

Transit

Expansion Vehicles

Line Item

Transit

-

Advanced Public Transportation
Systems

Line Item

Transit

-

Shelters and Amenities

Line Item

Transit

Facility Improvements

Line Item

Transit

-

Office, Shop, and Maintenance
Equipment

Line Item

Transit

-

Major Bus and Building Parts

Line Item

Transit

Penns Valley Park and Ride Lot

Construct improvements to an existing informal lot, or construct a
new lot, to accommodate a significant population of those who
commute via alternative mode - including vanpooling and other
ridesharing - and currently utilize informal and unimproved locations

Transit

4
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MPMS
#

Project Name

Description

Project Impact to
EJ Populations

2041-2050 TIP Funding Period

-

Operating Assistance

Line Item

Transit

Replacement Vehicles

Line Item

Transit

Expansion Vehicles

Line Item

Transit

-

Advanced Public Transportation
Systems

Line Item

Transit

-

Shelters and Amenities

Line Item

Transit

Facility Improvements

Line Item

Transit

-

Office, Shop, and Maintenance
Equipment

Line Item

Transit

-

Major Bus and Building Parts

Line Item

Transit

5

CCOT Operations and Storage
Facility Upgrade

Construct or lease an expanded and updated operations and vehicle
storage location for the CCOT at a Centre County facility to be
determined

Transit
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Appendix C
Technical Memorandum: Travel Demand and
Level of Service Analyses for
2020 No Improvement (No-Build) and
2050 Improvement Scenarios

Appendix C
Technical Memorandum: Travel Demand and
Level of Service Analyses for
2020 No Improvement (No-Build) and
2050 Improvement Scenarios
Overview
The LRTP 2050 includes travel demand modeling analyses above and beyond the minimum MPO
planning requirements in order to better inform the assessment of transportation conditions and
needs, and to evaluate potential projects, measures of system performance, and plan prioritization.
The modeling was conducted by CCMPO’s consultant team using the CCMPO’s Cube travel
demand model.
Previously, the travel demand model included detailed population and employment forecasts by
Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) to Year 2040 to represent travel demand. The CCMPO staff
and CCMPO LRTP Subcommittee agreed that growth conditions in recent years had not changed
sufficiently to warrant a new zone-by-zone forecast and directed the consultant team to extrapolate
the population and employment data to Year 2050. The model update also verified or added
recently completed highway and transit projects to represent current (2020) conditions as the 2020
No Improvement (No-Build) scenario for later comparison with the 2050 Improvement scenarios.
Next, a year 2050 Existing + Committed (E+C) scenario was created using the 2050 population and
employment data and adding highway and transit projects with are already underway and
committed through completion (i.e., programmed in the TIP). The team then analyzed travel
performance for each scenario and compared the results. This information was reviewed by both
the CCMPO staff and the LRTP subcommittee before potential future projects were identified.
Finally, the team created Year 2050 conditions, including the additional planned highway and transit
projects, modeled the system performance, and compared those results to both the 2020 No
Improvement (No-Build) scenario and the 2050 E+C Improvement scenario.

MEMORANDUM
Date: September 30, 2020
To: Tom Zilla

Work Order Number: 16

From: Tim Preece, AICP and Roberto Miquel, AICP

Contract Number: 35104.016

Subject: Travel Demand Modeling for 2050 LRTP

Project: Centre County MPO LRTP Update

CC: Anne Messner, Michelle Brummer

Whitman, Requardt & Associates, LLP completed travel demand modeling analyses to inform the planning process
of the Centre County 2050 LRTP Update. This work included updating the base year travel model to year 2020
conditions, extrapolating background population and employment forecasts to year 2050, developing a 2050 Existing
+ Committed model, developing a 2050 Build model (the cost feasible Plan scenario), and computing and
summarizing performance measures for each scenario. The results of the 2020 existing conditions and 2050 E+C
results were summarized in the April 30, 2020 memorandum on Existing Conditions. This memorandum presents the
results of the 2050 Build model and updates the performance measures to include those from the Build conditions.
The modeling for the 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Build scenario was created to represent the
LRTP cost feasible plan. The Build scenario includes those projects contained in the E+C scenario plus those
contained in the cost feasible Plan which can be modeled and represented using the Cube travel demand model.
These include:
PROJECT
TYPE
RANK

OVERALL
RANK

Project Name

Description

H-1

1

SR 150 (Phoenix Ave
Intersection)

At minimum, the project would implement a warranted
traffic signal at this intersection and may include a left turn
lane on SR 150 if feasible. Phoenix Avenue’s cross section
would be expanded to include one ingress lane and two
egress lanes (one left turn, one right turn) and gates would
be installed at the railroad crossing. The project may also
include a full realignment of intersections and a bridge
replacement.

H-15

43

SR 3014 North Atherton
Street Signals (from
College Ave to I-99)

Improve efficiency of operations through the corridor by
upgrading traffic signals with latest adaptive technology.

H-26

T-9

59

SR 26/SR 45 Pine
Grove Mills Intersection
(convert to signal)

15

College - Beaver
Avenue Transit Signal
Priority (TSP) and
Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS)

Realignment of the intersection and installation of a full
functioning traffic signal if warranted at the intersection of
SR26 and SR45 and Nixon Road T334 in the village of
Pine Grove Mills located in Ferguson Township, Centre
County. Currently there exists a flashing traffic signal at this
location.
Implement transit signal priority and related ITS
technologies along the college and Beaver Avenue
corridors in State College Borough. The project area will
include intersections at Atherton Street, Burrowes Street /
Road, Fraser Street, Allen Street, Pugh Street, Garner
Street / Shortlidge Road, and the University Drive ramps.

N:\35104-016\Corresp\Memos\LRTP Build Modeling, 9-30-2020.docx
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Work Order #16

Projects H-1, H-15, and H-26 were modeled using the Cube software’s junction modeling methodology. It should be
noted that this methodology is not as detailed as those used in traffic operations models such as Synchro and
VISSIM and that the representation of and impacts from intersection delay are somewhat limited. More detailed
operational modeling such as Synchro or VISSIM might be capable of producing more location-specific measures.
Nonetheless, coding these projects within the regional Cube model is appropriate to contribute to measuring changes
across the entire region. These projects were modeled by modifying the model’s junction characteristics to match the
project descriptions for the specified intersections.
Project T-9 was modeled by creating a new facility type for the project corridor. This new facility type was designated
as Facility Type 24 and functions identically to the modeled corridor’s original facility type of Facility Type 4 in all but
one respect. When it comes to the speed delay curves that the model uses for determining transit speeds relative to
highway speeds, Facility Type 24 allows for 20% faster transit speeds than Facility Type 4 while still respecting the
transit maximum speeds for each area type. This allows the model to capture a representation of transit signal
prioritization.
Model Results
Figure 1 shows a representation of changes to Vehicle-Miles-Traveled (VMT) between scenarios while Figure 2
shows the changes to Vehicle-Hours-Traveled (VHT). Table 1 shows the numeric data tied to the charts. As can be
seen, changes between the 2050 E+C and 2050 LRTP are relatively minor with a slight improvement to congestion
represented by a lower VHT in the 2050 LRTP.
Figure 1. Changes to VMT

2050 LRTP

2050 E+C

2020

-

1,000,000

2,000,000

3,000,000

4,000,000

5,000,000

6,000,000

7,000,000

N:\35104-016\Corresp\Memos\LRTP Build Modeling, 9-30-2020.docx

September 30, 2020

Page 3

Work Order #16

Figure 2. Changes to VHT
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Table 1. Changes to VMT and VHT

VMT
VHT

2020
4,566,325
107,443

2050 E+C
6,173,353
148,161

2050 LRTP
6,174,179
148,045

Figure 3 shows the 2020 Existing corridor-level Level-of-Service (LOS). Figure 4 shows the same data for the 2050
E+C. Figure 5 shows the 2050 LRTP corridor-level LOS. Improvements to LOS in 2050 LRTP relative to 2050 E+C
are again relatively minimal.
Figure 3. 2020 Existing Corridor LOS
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Figure 4. 2050 E+C Corridor LOS
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Figure 5. 2050 LRTP Corridor LOS
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Figure 6 shows the number of jobs within 20 minutes travel time to low income population. Figure 7 shows the
number of jobs within 20 minutes travel time to minority populations. In both cases, the number of accessible jobs
increase from the 2050 E+C to the 2050 LRTP, but the increases are minor.
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Figure 6. Low Income Job Accessibility
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Figure 7. Minority Population Job Accessibility
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Figure 8 shows the amount of population within certain bands of travel time to key activity centers for 2020. Figure 9
shows the same information for the 2050 E+C and Figure 10 shows the same information for 2050 LRTP. Again,
changes between 2050 E+C and 2050 LRTP are minor.
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Figure 8. 2020 Access to Activity Centers
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Figure 9. 2050 E+C Access to Activity Centers
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Figure 10. 2050 LRTP Access to Activity Centers
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Table 2 shows the linked transit trips for the 2020, 2050 E+C, and 2050 LRTP scenarios. As can be seen, there is a
slight increase in transit ridership from the 2050 E+C to the 2050 LRTP, but again, this is minor.
Table 2. Unlinked Transit Trips

Transit
Trips

2050 LRTP

2050 E+C

19,303

19,239

2020
18,847
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Conclusions
Overall, there is a small but measurable improvement in the LRTP slate of projects over the 2050 E+C condition. The
following points should be noted concerning the magnitude of these improvements as it relates to the projects
modeled for this LRTP:
•

Beyond the E+C Scenario projects, most of the additional projects in the Build Scenario are related to
maintenance of existing facilities or safety improvements. Therefore, we would expect only slight changes in
travel performance between the E+C and Build scenarios, as described herein.

•

Of the projects that could be modeled above the E+C scenario, all four represented operational
improvements at intersections including adding new signals, adding turn lanes, converting existing signals to
adaptive signals, and transit signal prioritization.

•

Travel demand models are designed primarily to measure the regional impacts of large-scale capacity
improvement projects including road widenings, new road construction, and new fixed route transit routes or
high capacity transit.

•

While Cube can model operational improvements at intersections, it lacks some of the sophistication that
makes it an adequate tool for measuring performance at the intersections in a meaningful way.

•

Traffic operations models and traffic simulation models such as Synchro, SimTraffic, and VISSIM are tools
that are much better at capturing the true benefits of operational improvements to the transportation system.

As such, it is important to bear in mind that the modeling results for the 2050 LRTP may not capture the individual
benefits of certain location specific LRTP projects. Should a similar slate of projects be considered in the future, it is
recommended that the travel demand model be used to develop demand volumes for the future year E+C condition.
These demand volumes should then be used as inputs into operational models to better measure the benefit of these
projects. Should a mix of traditional capacity projects be considered along side operational improvements, it is
recommended that a preliminary effort be taken to identify which projects should be modeled using operational
models versus the TDM. Finally, it is recommended that future Plan updates include at a minimum this similar
modeling approach and continue to compare travel performance both over time and between scenarios.
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Systemwide Performance Measures
LRTP Goals

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Measure
Total crashes
Total fatalities*
Fatality rate*
1. Is the Centre County transportation
Total serious injuries*
X
system getting safer?
Serious injury rate*
Total non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries*
# incidents (most recent 5 year period)
# projects with Goal 1 average rating >=2
Percent of interstate pavement in Good condition*
Percent of interstate pavement in Poor condition*
Percent of non-interstate NHS pavement in Good condition*
Percent of non-interstate NHS pavement in Poor condition*
2. Is the Centre County transportation
X
Percent of NHS bridges in Good condition*
system in a state of good repair?
Percent of NHS bridges in Poor condition*
Bus fleet average age
Transit condition
# projects with Goal 2 average rating >=2
Percent of person-miles traveled on interstate that are Reliable*
Percent of person-miles traveled on non-interstate that are Reliable*
3. Does the Centre County
Travel time**
X
X
transportation system have adequate
Transit average load factor
capacity?
Transit fleet size
Transit percent spares
4. Does the Centre County
Transit mode share
X X
transportation system have an
Miles of multi-use trails and bicycle lanes
adequate mix of modes?
Number of dedicated park-and-ride spaces
Number of key stakeholders interviewed
5. Does Centre County’s transportation
Truck reliability index*
system support existing and future
X X X # projects with Goal 8 average rating >=2
community and economic development
needs?
Amount of grant funding received by CCMPO
* Performance measure required by 23 CFR part 490 (final rule on national performance measures)
LRTP Key Questions

** Representative Travel Time Pairs
O-D Districts
State College
Bellefonte
Philipsburg
Snow Shoe
Port Matilda
Blanchard
Millheim

Planning Region
Centre
Nittany Valley
Moshannon Valley
Mountaintop
Upper Bald Eagle Valley
Lower Bald Eagle Valley
Penns Valley

CCMPO LRTP Performance Measures
Centre County:

Performance Measures

Measurement
Countywide, average annual (5-year rolling average)
Countywide, average annual (5-year rolling average)
Countywide, per 100 million VMT, average annual (5-year rolling average)
Countywide, average annual (5-year rolling average)
Countywide, per 100 million VMT, average annual (5-year rolling average)
Countywide, average annual (5-year rolling average)
most recently available 5-year period
from project priority ratings
Countywide, over most recently available 4-year period
Countywide, over most recently available 4-year period
Countywide, over most recently available 4-year period
Countywide, over most recently available 4-year period
Countywide, over most recently available 4-year period
Countywide, over most recently available 4-year period
most recent NTD data
from PennDOT Capital Planning Tool, rated 1-5
from project priority ratings
see 2018 RITIS data
see 2018 RITIS data
Change in travel time from 2019 (see O-D pairs below)
annual passenger miles / annual vehicle revenue miles
VOMS from NTD or CATA
from NTD or CATA
Average weekday unlinked transit trips / total person trips
Total countywide centerline miles of facilities
Countywide
Number stakeholders interviewed w/in past 24 months
see 2018 RITIS data (closer to 1.0 is better, higher is worse)
from project priority ratings
Discretionary grant funds awarded above normal allocation within past 24 months

2015
1,264
13.6
1.00
36.6
2.72
n/a
8
36
85.0%
0.0%
76.0%
6.5%
n/a
6.3%
9.1
Greg
26
n/a
n/a
n/a
11.0
58
0.0%
Trish
0
0
n/a

2019
1,258
15
1.10
44.4
3.20
8.2
7

2050 E+C

FAST Act Performance Measures:
Centre MPO:
PennDOT Statewide:

2050 Build
Scenario

Baseline
Target
(2013-2017) (2015-2019)
15
1.102
38.6
2.835
8.0

Baseline Target (2015(2013-2017)
2019)

16.4
1.173
41.1
2.94
9.5

1,146.3
1.121
3,971.20
3.883
698.40
2010-2014; 2012-2016 from NTD TS5.1

36

48

78.9%
0.8%
64.7%
3.1%
68.6%
0.5%
10.0
Greg

67.2%
0.4%
36.8%
2.3%
25.6%
5.5%

60.0%
2%
33.0%
5.0%
26.0%
6%
NTD 2014 and 2018

26
100%
92.6%
n/a
9.5
62
12.7%
4.1%
Trish
0
40
1.14

1,185.6
1.179
3,588.4
3.569
629.8

Source Notes:

32
89.8
87.4

3.3%

3.2%

62
12.7%
3.6%
Trish
0

62
12.7%
3.7%
Trish
200

NTD 2018
NTD 2018
NTD 2018

1.34
5

10

Tom

Transit Asset Management performance measures
Percent of revenue vehicles exceeding useful life bechmark (ULB)
Percent of non-revenue service vehicles exceeding ULB
Percent of facilities rated less then 3.0 on the Transit Economic Requirements Model (TERM)
(transit safety measure tbd…)
these have been adopted and calculated; get updated annually; should be documented in LRTP

89.8%
87.4%

1.34
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Appendix D
Stakeholder Outreach Summary

Task 3:
Evaluation of Municipal and Stakeholder
Comments
Purpose

The Centre County Metropolitan Planning Organization (CCMPO) tasked Gannett Fleming with
evaluating municipal and stakeholder comments related to the MPO’s 2050 Long-Range
Transportation Plan Update (LRTP) and organizing them to meaningfully shape the plan and
related actions.
CCMPO staff conducted 48 municipal outreach sessions between August 2018 and August 2019
to identify transportation issues and needs across the MPO’s 35 municipalities. Staff
documented the discussions in narrative form and mapped location-specific comments. CCMPO
staff also conducted and documented similar outreach sessions with 13 stakeholder agencies
between October 2018 and May 2019. Input from the general public was not provided for
evaluation.
The CCMPO conducted these outreach sessions as part of its commitment to early and
continuing public and stakeholder involvement—specifically, understanding the shared
perspectives on transportation needs and priorities among the region’s local governments and
other stakeholders to broadly inform the MPO’s planning and work program goals.
While the MPO may not propose a candidate LRTP project or study to address every comment,
clusters of similar comments can indicate that multiple stakeholders have observed a condition
that may warrant site investigation and/or data review. In addition, the list of needs identified
through LRTP outreach may inform future collaborative discussions through PennDOT Connects.
The initiative provides an opportunity for PennDOT, CCMPO, and municipal leaders to
collaborate in assessing all transportation needs and in programming, scoping, and delivering
projects to address them.
Note that follow-up action by the MPO beyond the LRTP outreach effort and its analysis are
dependent upon the MPO’s staff capacity.
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Data Review

The CCMPO provided Gannett Fleming with narrative documentation for all 61 outreach
sessions. Each session document included the following headings with points of discussion:
1. Key Corridors, such as safety, condition, drainage, and other needs and issues
2. Gaps and Capacity Issues for Alternative Modes such as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit
modes
3. Anticipated Land Use Changes and potential impacts on the transportation system
4. New/Emerging Technology that could improve mobility or system operation
5. Countywide or Other Common Transportation Needs and Issues
6. Freight Corridors, where highway conditions impact goods movement
7. Municipal/Agency Administration, including capacities and concerns for transportation
8. Municipal/Agency Operations and Maintenance
9. Enforcement Issues and Challenges
10. Big-Ticket or Wish-List Transportation Projects
CCMPO staff also provided notes about structurally deficient bridges and relevant planning
documents for each session.
The CCMPO produced and provided to Gannett Fleming a Transportation Issues GIS dataset of
860 location-specific municipal comments.
The attribute table for the dataset contained the following fields:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Feature ID (FID)
Date of Issue (Date of Issu)
Source of Issue (SourceOfIs)
Municipality (Municipali)
Issue Type (IssueType)
Issue Description (IssueDescr)

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Location
X Coordinate
Y Coordinate
Goals
Goals Description (GoalsDescr)
(GlobalID)

Gannett Fleming reviewed the outreach session documents and GIS data to become familiar
with the nature and scope of the comments. Upon review, Gannett Fleming made the following
changes to the Transportation Issues attribute table:
1. Modified the Issue Description fields to clarify the description in the few cases where
more information was available in the municipal outreach session documents.
2. Added a field for Mode (or Facility) Type to separate and specify the mode from the
issue type in the Issue Type field; thus enabling the CCMPO to view the comments by
mode. Mode types were defined as:
a. Bike/Ped
b. Bridge
c. Economic/Freight Corridor
d. Equipment/Structures
CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
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e. Highway/Intersection
f. Shared Services
g. Signals/Signage
h. Transit
3. Modified several Issue Type fields (preserving sub-types, where applicable) to focus on
the need, i.e., a deficient problem, function, or condition—not a value, principle, or
desired outcome. This will allow the data to support a future Purpose and Need
Statement if the issue becomes a candidate project. These revisions were somewhat
subjective. The revised list of Issue Types includes:
a. Asset Condition (revised from Road Maintenance and Improvement)
b. Behavior/Law Compliance (revised from Enforcement)
c. Conflicts-Hazards (revised from Safety)
i. Sub-type: Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing
ii. Sub-type: Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility
d. Congestion (including revisions from Timing)
e. Connectivity (continuous facilities and service between desired origins and
destinations)
f. Drainage
g. Freight Use/Challenge
h. Maintenance
i. Sub-type: Maintenance/Visibility
i. Other
4. Added a Potential Action field to capture opportunities noted by CCMPO staff.
5. Added 41 location-specific issues from the stakeholder outreach sessions.
Gannett Fleming did not revise the Goals field as populated by the CCMPO staff. In some cases,
the goal assigned did not appear to align with the issue type or issue description provided.
However, Gannett Fleming deferred to CCMPO’s local knowledge.
Next, CCMPO reviewed the revised dataset in an effort to clarify or complete the remaining Issue
Types and Issue Descriptions, particularly those with an Issue Type of “Other.”

Summary Analysis of Mapped Comments

The mapped comments from municipal and stakeholder workshops totaled 901. These
comments reflected a mix of measurable and perceived issues and varied levels of problem or
issue definition and suggested solutions. In cases where one location was identified for multiple
issues, the first issue was used to determine the issue type.
Comments about conflicts and hazards were the most common (26 percent) and reflected
concern for a variety of physical and operational conditions, such as frequent crash locations,
turning movement conflicts, and poor visibility/sight lines. This issue type had the most repeated
locations of concern. Comments about the connectivity of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and
CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
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transit-serviced areas and about drainage issues were also frequent; each of these issue types
had 150-155 comments (17 percent). Together, these three issue types represented 60 percent
of the total input. (See Figure 1.)
Figure 1. Distribution of Comments by Issue Type.

There were fewer than 100 comments (11 percent) about road, bridge, and sidewalk conditions
categorized under asset condition. All other issue types received less than 10 percent of all
comments.
From this summary analysis, municipal officials, staff, and stakeholders appear to be most
concerned about safety in terms of vehicular traffic and drainage and about connectivity in
terms of facilities and service for bicycle, pedestrian, and transit travelers.
Geographically, these concerns are found throughout the central and eastern portions of the
county, with pockets of comments made in the Philipsburg and Moshannon-Snow Shoe areas
along the county’s western border. (See Figure 2.) Based on a visual review of the map, it
appears that all issue types are found throughout the county.
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Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, FAO, NOAA, USGS, © OpenStreet Map contributors, and the GIS User Community;
Centre County MPO. Produced by Gannett Fleming, March 2020.

Figure 2. Map of Municipal and Stakeholder Comments by Issue Type.

Summary of Mapped Comments by Issue Type
1. Conflicts-Hazards Comments
•
•

•

Reflected concern for a variety of physical and operational conditions, such as frequent
crash locations, turning movement conflicts, and poor visibility/sight lines.
Represented 235 of 901 comments (26 percent).
o 42 were sub-typed as Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing and classified by mode as a
Bike/Ped comment.
o 37 were sub-typed as Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility and predominantly classified by
mode as Highway/Intersection with a few Bike/Ped.
o The remaining 141 Conflicts-Hazards were predominantly classified by mode as
Highway/Intersection though other modes were also indicated.
Demonstrated repeated concern for 10 locations:
o SR 144 Corridor
o Intersection of SR 26 and SR 150
o Intersection of SR 45 and SR 2007/Brush Mountain Road
o Intersection of SR 45 and SR 2014/Heckman Cemetery Road
o Intersection of SR 150 and Phoenix Ave
o Intersection of SR 322 and SR 144
o Intersection of Atherton St and Vairo Boulevard
o Atherton St Corridor
o Science Park Road Corridor
o Westerly Parkway

2. Connectivity Comments
•

•

Reflected concern for existing bike corridors, lack of (or request for) bike accommodation
or sidewalk along a corridor or between specific destinations (e.g., parks, schools, the
post office, and rail trails), transit access/connectivity and park-n-rides.
Represented 155 of 901 comments (17 percent)
o Were predominantly classified by mode as Bike/Ped with a few exceptions for
Transit.

3. Drainage Comments
•
•
•

Reflected concern for ponding/flooding, icy conditions, and outdated stormwater
facilities (e.g., pipes, culverts, and storm drains).
Represented 151 of 901 comments (17 percent)
o Were predominantly classified by mode as highway/intersection
Demonstrated repeated concern at three locations:
o SR 550
o Vonada Gap Road
o Rockville Road

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
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4. Asset Condition Comments
•
•

•

Reflected concern for road (61), bridge (32), and sidewalk (5) conditions, such as poor
pavement, narrow width, turning radii, and closed bridges.
Represented 98 of 901 comments (11 percent).
o 32 were sub-typed as Asset Condition/Bridge
o 61 were sub-typed as Asset Condition/Road
o 5 were sub-types as Asset Condition/Sidewalk
Demonstrated repeated concern at two locations:
o Lower Georges Valley Road
o Fiedler Road Bridge

5. Congestion Comments
•
•

•

Reflected concern for capacity, delay, and queuing as well as opportunities for park-nride lots.
Represented 73 of 901 comments (8 percent).
o Were classified by mode predominantly as a mix of Highway/Intersection,
Economic/Freight Corridor, and Shared Services Comments.
Demonstrated repeated concern at four locations:
o SR 350 Corridor
o Atherton Street Corridor
o Science Park Road Corridor
o Unionville Pike Corridor

6. Behavior/Law Compliance Comments
•
•
•

Predominantly reflected concern for speeding (57), desire for lower speed limit, and
failure to obey traffic controls.
Represented 62 of 901 comments (7 percent).
Demonstrated repeated concern for a single location: SR 45 (9).

7. Operations Comments
•
•
•

Reflected concern for outdated signal timing, (lack of) signage—both traffic control and
directional, need for ITS, and pavement markings.
Represented 42 of 901 comments (5 percent).
Predominantly classified by mode as Signage/Signals with several classified as
Highway/Intersection and Bike/Ped.

8. Maintenance Comments
•
•
•
•

Reflected concern for the physical maintenance of guiderails, sidewalks, and vegetation.
Represented 31 of 901 comments (5 percent).
Classified by mode as Highway/Intersection or Equipment/Structures.
Demonstrated repeated comments for a single location: SR 64.

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
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9. Freight Use/Challenge Comments
•
•
•

Indicated freight/truck use and represented concern for truck congestion and truck
navigation issues.
Represented 28 of 901 comments (3 percent).
Classified by mode as Highway/Intersection.

10. Other Comments
•
•

Indicated no specific issue, problem, or deficiency or proposed solution for the location
listed.
Represented 43 of 901 comments (3 percent).

Comment Evaluation Methodology

Gannett Fleming evaluated each mapped comment’s disposition in relation to the LRTP’s
development and other CCMPO action. At the outset, the CCMPO suggested disposition
categories, such as TIP-eligible (study), TIP-eligible (design/construction-ready), TIP-eligible
(needs investigation), Policy-Related, Betterment, and PennDOT Connects. The data review
showed that most comments were not defined as projects or other improvements suitable for
these categories and instead were issues and concerns that needed further definition and
validation before a policy or programming action could be taken.
Gannett Fleming proposed an alternative approach to the evaluation based on the following
disposition categories. CCMPO staff concurred.
1. Programmed, for location-specific issues that are already PennDOT-programmed as TIP
or TYP projects.
• CCMPO Next Step: Confirm with PennDOT District 2-0 that the issue noted by the
comment is addressed in the scope of work.
2. Candidate, for location-specific issues that are in close proximity to a programmed TIP
or TYP project and are not related to the programmed project scope (based on a review
of PennDOT’s MPMS database).
• CCMPO Next Step: Consider these reasonably defined issues as candidate project
elements for TIP/TYP projects or as new candidate projects for the 2050 LRTP.
3. Analyze, for identified issues and/or locations that require further study to validate the
issue or to define a solution (i.e., project concept)
• CCMPO Next Step: Study these issues to determine if there are needs for
improvements and potential solutions. Studies may range from single tasks, such
as traffic counts, to validating observed trends or conditions, to comprehensive
analysis of the transportation system and surrounding land use in a defined study
area.
4. Acknowledge, for issues with an undefined problem or non-specific location.

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
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CCMPO Next Step: Review the comment to determine whether any information is
available for any action; if not, dismiss.
5. Refer, for issues that require another agency (e.g., local government, CATA, Centre
County Office of Transportation) to assess the need for action.
• CCMPO Next Step: Share comments with respective stakeholder.
6. Future Investments, for comments requesting major investments in new infrastructure,
operations, or service.
• CCMPO Next Step: Early consideration of new large-scale investments in the
context of cost-benefit and available funding from both traditional sources and
potential special/spike sources.
• Note: This category was envisioned for use but was not assigned to any of the
mapped comments.
•

To document the disposition and next step and support CCMPO follow-up, Gannett Fleming
added a “Next Step” field to the Transportation Issues GIS dataset.

Summary Analysis of Comments by Disposition (Next Step)

The largest percentage of comments (417; 46 percent) fall in the “Refer” category—issues
related to locally owned infrastructure, including bike-ped facilities and transit service. The
“Programmed” category received the fewest comments (23; 3 percent). (See Figure 3.) The
Programmed, Acknowledge, and Refer categories, which represent 596 of the 901 comments (66
percent) represent minor action for the CCMPO. The remaining 305 comments under
“Candidate” or “Analyze” will require more involved follow-up.
Figure 3. Distribution of Comments by Next Step.
Programmed, 23

Candidate,
128
Refer, 417

Analzye, 177

Acknowledge,
156
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Charting the issue types by next steps shows what portion of each issue type is already being
addressed by PennDOT (Programmed), what portion the CCMPO can advance through the LRTP
(Candidate) and studies (Analyze), and what portion lies beyond the CCMPO’s authority
(Refer)—though CCMPO may still offer technical assistance or coordination services to those
agencies. Comments made about Conflicts-Hazards appear to require the most follow-up by
CCMPO. (See Figure 4.)
Figure 4. Distribution of Comments by Issue Type and Next Step.
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Figure 5. "Candidate" Comments by Issue Type.

Candidate Comments are in close proximity to an already programmed TIP or TYP project; they should be reviewed for potential integration.
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Figure 6. “Analyze” Comments by Issue Type.

Analyze Comments suggest a problem but require analysis (e.g., study) to reach a solution.

Conclusions from Mapped Actionable Comments

The top concern among municipal officials, staff, and stakeholders is safety. They identified 235
conflicts and hazards, of which 156 are actionable by CCMPO. Additionally, some portion of the
151 drainage, 62 behavior/law compliance, 42 operations, and 31 maintenance issues may also
impact traveler safety; 38 of these are actionable by CCMPO.
Connected destinations for bike-ped travelers and transit travelers ranked second. These 155
issues emphasize access to daily destinations and low-cost travel options. They may also reflect
concern for safety where people are known to walk or bike without dedicated facilities.
Physical conditions of roads, bridges, and sidewalks ranked fourth. Of the 98 location-specific
issues, 32 are actionable by CCMPO.
Issues of congestion ranked fifth. Of the 73 location-specific issues, 31 are actionable by
CCMPO.

Implications of the Outreach Results

These concerns from municipal officials, staff, and stakeholders closely align with the
CCMPO LRTP subcommittee’s early input on a vision for the 2050 transportation
system. During a January 2020 workshop, they characterized the 2050 system with
words and phrases such as:
•
•
•
•

•

Safe
Uncongested
Supporting integrated
mobility
Equitable, offering more
options to outlying areas
(than in 2020)
Active, offering bike-ped
travel options for public
health

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Efficient
Maintained and improved
with an awareness for asset
lifecycle costs
Connected
Convenient
Accessible
Sustainable
Resilient

Together, this input supports the continuation of the 2045 LRTP’s goals and project selection
factors into the 2050 LRTP. The input could also support one or more locally defined
performance measures beyond the adopted safety and pavement and bridge performance
measures.

Potential CCMPO Actions

For issues listed as Programmed (see Table A), CCMPO should:
•

Confirm with PennDOT District 2-0 that the issue noted by the comment is addressed in
the project scope of work.

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
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o

o

Where confirmed, CCMPO should participate in project scoping activities to
ensure that local needs are addressed or consider the issue for study if not
considered.
Where unconfirmed, CCMPO should consider the issue for study.

For issues listed as Candidate (see Table B), CCMPO should:
•

Consider these reasonably defined issues as candidate project elements for TIP/TYP
projects or as new candidate projects for the 2050 LRTP project selection and
prioritization process.

For issues listed as Analyze (see Table C), CCMPO should:
•
•
•

Prioritize these issues, referencing adopted performance measures and 2050 LRTP goals.
Select one or more issues to be studied based on MPO staff capacity, municipal support,
and available funding.
Study the selected issue(s) to validate the need for improvement and to determine
potential solutions. Studies may range from single tasks (such as traffic counts) to
validate observed trends or conditions, to comprehensive analysis of the transportation
system and surrounding land use in a defined study area.

For issues listed as Acknowledge (see Table D), CCMPO should:
•

Review the issue to determine whether any action is needed before dismissing the
comment due to lack of issue definition. CCMPO may request further information from
the associated municipality or stakeholder if it believes the issue may have merit.

For issues listed as Refer to CATA, District 2 maintenance, DCNR, or DEP (see Table E) or to the
associated municipality (see Table F), CCMPO should:
•

Forward these issues to the respective agency for its consideration.

CCMPO could enhance the GIS dataset by updating the Goals field (after the LRTP goals are
finalized) and further populating the Potential Action field. Refinement of the Issue Description
as more data becomes available would also be valuable. CCMPO could also track its
implementation by updating the Next Steps field as issues are advanced as programmed
projects, or by creating additional fields in the GIS dataset. Continued use and improvement of
the dataset would require staff capacity with GIS skills to maintain the data or to export and
import the data table for updating outside of the GIS environment. The effort would be valuable
as it would enable CCMPO to map implementation activities associated with the outreach
comments.

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

14

Unmapped Comments

While many of the comments from municipalities and stakeholders were specific in location
could be mapped, other comments were more general or conveyed information about local
knowledge, future development that could impact transportation, and project priorities.
Gannett Fleming reviewed the municipal and stakeholder documents to summarize perspectives
that CCMPO might use in its planning and programming processes. This summary focuses on
transportation issues and comments clearly related to transportation use/demand and
conditions (land use/development). See source documents for notes about local practices and
priorities for community facilities and services.
Perspectives among municipal begins below. Perspectives from stakeholders begins on page 32.

Perspectives among Municipalities

While Centre County’s municipalities range from urban to rural, they share many common
perspectives on the transportation system, including:
1. A continued reliance on the highway and bridge network for the foreseeable future and
identification of many broad connectivity, drainage, and safety issues.
2. Knowledge of current bike/ped/transit use, recognition for needs for extended bike/ped
networks and for transit service to additional areas, and some awareness of
development/service costs.
3. Awareness for modern transportation infrastructure and emerging technology,
particularly in the Centre Region and Nittany Valley Region, that could have benefits:
a. Roundabouts that Improve safety (reduce crashes and severity).
b. Dedicated transit lanes to improve efficiency.
c. ITS to redistribute congestion to alternate routes.
d. New “fuels” that could reduce localized emissions (and negatively impact
transportation revenue).
e. Online and mobile apps that provide travelers (both local and visitors) with
information that that could influence their mode choice and route.
4. Regional or countywide issues that include:
a. SR 322 and Potters Mill Gap
b. I-80 Exit 161
c. Corridor O
d. North Atherton Street
e. Airport access
f. Signal timings and signal coordination
5. Common big ticket or wish list projects that include:
a. Resurfacing more or all roads
b. More bridges
CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
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c.
d.
e.
f.

Select road or bridge projects
Drainage improvements
Select bike connections (Centre region)
Sidewalks

Municipal Comments by Planning Region

General comments about transportation conditions and needs are presented on the following
pages, organized by the six planning regions. This organization shows a wide range of thinking
about transportation needs across the 35 municipalities.

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
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Centre Region: College, Ferguson, Halfmoon, Harris, Patton, and State College
Key Corridors
SR 26/Beaver and College Avenues
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

Need identity (Western Gateway Improvements)
Need gateway, at High Street Campus gate
(sidewalk and signal)
Need alternative pattern/design (Are College or
West College candidates for Road Diet?)
Need parking (Would PennDOT allow parking on
West College and Beaver, except during events?)
Need to understand the highest and best use of
Calder Alley and how that works with College and
Beaver
Need to investigate Allen Street between College
and Beaver for periodic community-oriented uses
Issue of College and Beaver being SR 26 (Should this
be rerouted out of downtown?)
Mid-block crossing is common practice but unsafe
Need an alternative route (Paved parallel multi-use
pathway through Golf Course)
Need bike connections to campus
Need to balance management of traffic flow and
overall operations during peak volumes/Overall
congestion along College during peak times
(Dedicated bus lane or other options to reduce
vehicles)
Need to understand the origin and destination
along West College Avenue to address
congestion/volume/need to understand level of
through traffic vs. local traffic volumes
Need to study the pros and cons of reduced lane
capacity along certain corridors, such as West
College Ave.

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

•
State
College

Need to protect evacuation routes/capacity or
corridors

State
College

Ag equipment on Whitehall Road

Ferguson

Freight
•
•

Truck noise from jake brakes

Maintenance
•
•
•
•
•
•

Alley ways - even when private, still used for
emergency vehicles [and must be in good condition]

Ferguson

Pavement markings - Poor visibility when dark and
wet

Ferguson

Salt use is impacting pavement condition; Halfmoon
Township prefers to use ashes

Halfmoon

Pavement condition - rutting along edge of new
pavement

Ferguson

Pavement markings - Yellow paint needed on curb
cuts to businesses

Ferguson

Signage - highly reflective signs are bright,
distracting, and difficult to read

Ferguson

E-bikes and scooters are coming

College

Need bike lane along SR 26 to connect Pine Grove
Mills and State College

Ferguson

PennDOT Maintenance plows snow onto bike paths

Harris

Bike/Ped/Transit
•
•
•
•

•

Harris

UAJA easement – property owner is opposed to bike
path on easement

Residents ask for more bike paths; land acquisition
is costly. Alternatively, widen shoulders to minimize
cost.

College

Harris

17

•

•
•

Issue with lack of winter bike facility
maintenance/Issue with debris on bike lanes (Sweep
more frequently)
Too many signs on bike paths; stops signs cause
conflicts with adjacent traffic

Need for opportunities to expand service of bike
share

•

Need for illumination of night riders

•

Need for education

•

Need improved (bike/ped/transit) service to West
Campus

•

Need bike parking

•

Need for enforcement of illegal sidewalk riding

•

Need for intersections to better accommodate
pedestrians

•

Need to educate drivers to yield in crosswalks for
pedestrians

•

Accommodating/educating distracted pedestrians

•

Need to focus on pedestrian (Increase width and
add sidewalk planting strips)

•
•
•
•

[Need for] Snow removal at bus stops and
wheelchair access during storm events

State
College
College
State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College
College

Light rail, tramways, or other transit to serve student
housing and other needs

Ferguson

Increased transit service to Halfmoon

Halfmoon

Increased transit service to Pine Grove Mills

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

Ferguson

•

Competition from Lyft/Uber

•

Need to understand the implications of autonomous
vehicles for future transit and other modes

State
College
State
College

Need for alternative stopping points for buses
instead of the cart way

State
College

•
•
•

Need for Sunday service to Bellefonte and increased
frequency

Need to utilize alternative energy (solar panels on
CATA bus roof and shelters)

•

Need to study inner city bus terminal opportunities

•

[Interest in] Complete streets policy

Emerging Technology

State
College

State
College
State
College

Patton

Integrated signals

Ferguson

Integrated wildlife crossings

Ferguson

•

Electric cars and charging stations

•

Express bus/bus rapid transit

Patton,
State
College
Patton

[How to] Capture user fees from nontraditional fuels

Patton

•
•
•
•

•
•

Roundabouts for safety (need better understanding
of feasibility factors)
ITS via smart phone apps

Dedicated transit lane

•

Concerns about integrating and other future devices

•

Alternatives for overhead signage

•

Drone Corridors/Drone delivery locations (rooftops)

Ferguson

Ferguson

Patton

State
College
State
College
State
College
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•

App that identifies parking and optimizes routing

•

Interactive wayfinding mapping- for bike and ped

Future Land Use/Development
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Patton Crossing

Blue Course and College Ave corner lots

Landings Development; developer does not control
ROW at this location

State
College
State
College
Ferguson
Ferguson

Ferguson

Pine Hall Development

Ferguson

Boal Ave

S Atherton Street

Winery in Paul Rittenhouse subdivision
South of Meyer Farm

State College is over-zoned for retail/commercial
that will cause future issues
Planned airport district zoning

Rezoning Cradle Lane on Fox Hollow near curve for
townhouses
Patton Crossing – mixed use

Woodycrest - parallel streets to Atherton have gone
away, and removed potential alternative routes
Western end of Toftrees

Fox Hill/Bernel area - sports complex, townhouses,
other master plan elements
Remaining area of Gray’s Woods

Ferguson
Harris
Harris
Harris
Harris

State
College
Patton
Patton
Patton

Need to expand opportunities for development

•

Need to evaluate current parking requirements, e.g.,
need for one vehicle and one bike space per unit

•

Need for transit oriented development

•

Need for drop-off/pull-offs for Uber/Lyft (Utilize
alleys)

Regional/County-Wide Needs and Issues
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Patton

•

Patton

•
•

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

Need for Mega bus accommodations
downtown/Need for inner city bus stop

•

Patton

Patton

SR 550 and Fox Hollow Road and ridge properties continuing development

•

Ferguson

Toll Brothers

Whitehall Park

•

Patton
State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College

Opportunities for collaboration among public work
directors and roadmasters

College

Corridor O

College

SR 322

College

Countywide coordination of signals with latest
technology

College

Alternative access to Mount Nittany Hospital

Ferguson

Need for passing zones in areas with slow drivers
(prisons)

Ferguson

International airport

Ferguson

Need park-n-rides on all approaches to State
College area

Ferguson

Lots of Greyhound users, MegaBus users, and
Fullington users commuting to Harrisburg

Halfmoon

Would it benefit CATA to go over to Port M[Matilda]
as part of loop?

Halfmoon

I-80/I-99 interchange

Halfmoon
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Potters Mills Gap

Halfmoon

North Atherton Street

Harris

Signal coordination

Park Ave from Allen to Nittany Lion Inn
Signal timings

I-99 parallel to 550 to connect with Bellefonte
Direct access to airport from I-99
Another lane on I-80

Bridges for peds over major roads

Need to plan for increasing development along
Atherton - Will improvements meet future needs?

•

Airport access and connectivity

•

Limited transit options (expand, especially to less
dense areas of the County)

•
•

Need for increased public transportation between
State College and Bellefonte

Need bike facilities on all roads, specifically between
State College and Bellefonte

•

Halfmoon
Harris

•

Harris

State
College

State
College
State
College

Need pedestrian access to
Hospital/Lemont/Houserville/Millbrook Marsh/Pine
Grove Mills/Boalsburg

Patton

•

Pursue Rails to Trails Opportunities

Patton

•

Incorporate climate change into LRTP

Patton
Patton

State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College
State
College

Big Ticket/Wish List
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

Need to connect State College to existing rail service
lines/current rail is a challenge from Lewistown to
NY

State
College

Ped/bike connection/trail from Mall to Campus

College

Airport Connection

College

SR 322 to Seven Mountains
Bike path connections
Bike lanes on SR 550

Sidewalk along College Avenue

SR 322 (not necessarily through Harris Township)
SR 322 Road Diet with all the features
Turning lanes Rt 45 and 322

Bike connection east side of Harris Township

College
College

Halfmoon
College
Harris
Harris
Harris
Harris
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Lower Bald Eagle Valley Region: Boggs, Curtin, Howard Borough, Howard Township, and Milesburg
Key Corridors

•

•

SR 144 near Gum Stump Bridge - No good route for
detouring

Boggs

•

When I-80 is closed, SR 144 is congested

Boggs

•

Driver speed on SR 144 in front of school has increased
because PSP moved barracks

Boggs

•

SR 144 – speeding from Bellefonte

Milesburg

•

Intersection of Hog Back Road/Askey/Heverly
Hill/Mantown has only one controlled stop approach

Curtin

•

Kato Mountain Road

Curtin

•

DeHaas Road

•

Expecting further PennDOT winter maintenance cuts

Drainage and Related

Curtin

Curtin

•

DEP permits required for cross pipe installation; lengthy
permit process causes delays

Boggs

•

Flooding occurs in new areas

•

Culvert under 26 undersized/Hillcrest

•

Hydraulic studies on pipes are very expensive ($3-6K);
dirt and gravel roads are not eligible

Howard
Boro
Howard
Boro
Howard
Twp

Freight
•

Large Trucks routed mistakenly to Howard instead of
Bottling facility

o

•

Poles/wires/hydrants get caught or damaged by
large trucks turning around in Borough
o Missing driveway next to truck stop
Large trucks turning around-off route

•

ATVS in Howard Borough
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Howard
Boro

Howard
Boro
Howard
Boro

ATVs in Milesburg

Bike/Ped/Transit
•

Wingate - Crossing needed between Bald Eagle high
school and admin building
Restaurant folks are crossing midblock, not at
signal
o People are driving to school, walking around
there
o Also, speeds are increasing
o CCMPO Potential Action: Identify traffic
calming/crossing options for safer multi-modal
transport and circulation at the BEASD
Tracydale Road - peds walking early morning in dark;
snow plow drivers have to look out for them
yield to peds signs in Bellefonte and Howard
o ped behavior
o peds trying to tease drivers to stop

Milesburg
Boggs

o

•
•

Boggs
Curtin

Emerging Technology
•

None

Future Land Use/Development
•

I-80 and railroad area

Boggs

•

Land is wet
Jeff Stover talking with property owners, e.g.,
Old Curtin Farm-Robinson/Robeson Farm, near
railroad around interchange but some land is in
the floodplain or is otherwise wet
Reuse of the PSP barracks

Boggs

•

Future Comp Plan for Boggs and Milesburg

•

Former 84 Lumber was purchased by a pipe supplier;
traffic is TBD

Boggs

•

Macnamara Drive – 42 lots/3 phases/5 to 10 acres each
with private well and public sewer; one mile road, with

Boggs

o
o

Boggs
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potential to extend; a few lots to be accessed from
Moose Run Road
•

Many Amish moving into Curtin Township

•

Development street from Glenn to Mill Street is still
private; not dedicated

•

Elementary School

•

Vacant grocery store

•

Hawk’s Run – 9 townhouses in Howard Township but
accessed through Borough

•

WPPCO [West Penn Power Co] land – fly ash pile

•

Other side of town along 144

•

New owner for 3000 acres on Bald Eagle Ridge; also
owns personal care home

Regional/County-Wide Needs and Issues

Curtin

Howard
Boro
Howard
Boro
Howard
Boro
Howard
Twp

Milesburg
Milesburg
Milesburg

•

Causeway Bridge

•

Interchanges

•

SR 322 project

•

Signal timing at Weis in Bellefonte

•

High and Water Street signal – side street at Penn Eagle

•

Bald Eagle Valley bridge projects

Big Ticket/Wish List
•
•

More paving
More bridge and drainage improvements

•

Convert more roads to blacktop

•

Hillcrest drainage

•

Mill Street Bridge

•

I-99/80 interchange – drivers can’t turn left toward
Hanson

Boggs

•

All roads paved

•

I-80 off ramp at Milesburg - vehicles turn right on to 150
southbound without stopping

Howard
Boro

•

Widen Bullitt Run bridge and convert to box culvert

•

I-80 Exit 161
o Jacksonville Road at 99
Concern about getting to the quarry for stone with new
interchange

•

Inspections for local bridges <20 feet long

•

Bridges

•
•

SR 150 corridor up to Howard

•

SR26/SR150 intersection

•

North Atherton
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Howard
Boro
Howard
Twp

Howard
Twp
Milesburg
Milesburg
Milesburg
Milesburg
Milesburg
Boggs
Boggs,
Milesburg
Curtin
Howard
Boro
Howard
Boro
Howard
Twp
Howard
Twp
Howard
Twp
Milesburg

Boggs

Boggs,
Howard
Boro
Howard
Boro
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Moshannon Valley Region: Philipsburg and Rush
Key Corridors

•

Corridor O

Drainage and Related

•

SR 350 bypass to SR 322 - Glass City to Radio
Station

Freight

•

•
•
•

N/A

N/A

SR 350 – has had multiple closures for crashes and
weather

Philipsburg

•

Maintenance

•

Bike/Ped/Transit

•

•
•
•

N/A

Pedestrian need at Railroad Street in Penn
Highlands

Pedestrian need crossing Centre/3rd Street
intersection

Rush
Rush

•
•
•

Emerging Technology

•

Future Land Use/Development

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

None

Hospital property

Business Park is almost full
Driving Range site

Railroad Street Corridor near Weis is being rezoned
Residential properties along Railroad Avenue
Snappy’s area

Regional/County-Wide Needs and Issues
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Rush
Rush
Rush
Rush
Rush
Rush

SR 322 going down Port Mountain - crashes in
curves

Philipsburg

I-80 needs 3-lane configuration up the mountain to
Snow Shoe

Philipsburg

Alternate routes when I-80 and 322 are closed

Philipsburg

Presque Isle/Centre/3rd

Rush

Signals at Railroad need coordination - SR 322 in
front of Penn Highlands and next signal

Rush

I-80 Exit 161 will be great improvement

•
•
•
•
•
•

Rush

SR 144 from Bellefonte to Milesburg

Rush

SR 350

Rush

350 Bypass

Philipsburg

Casanova Road and Casanova Spur

Rush

Thompson Curve to Station bypass link would have
been helpful

Big Ticket/Wish List
•

Philipsburg,
Rush
Philipsburg

Redo Streets, curbs and sidewalks
Fix drainage and roadways
Update roads

Pave unpaved roads

Focus on safety issues

Rush

Philipsburg
Rush
Rush
Rush
Rush
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Mountaintop Region: Burnside, Snow Shoe Borough, and Snow Shoe Township
Key Corridors

Burnside

•

Pine Glen Church - speeding at Pine Glen Fire Hall

•

Seven Mile Road – icy conditions below German
settlement; trees need to be cut back

Burnside

•

PennDOT doesn’t do shoulder work anymore but there
are issues with drainage and winter road maintenance

Burnside

•

ATVs/4-wheelers on streets in groups of 10-12

•

SR 144 – safety issue: school bus stop after 879 turn

•

SR 144 – safety issue: school bus stop and dip at turn
into Moshannon

Snow Shoe
Boro
Snow Shoe
Twp
Snow Shoe
Twp

•
•

Speeding at Askey Road and Mountain Road

•

German Road – safety issue: school bus turn around

Drainage and Related
•

SR 144 was problem when gas was booming
o
o
o
o
o

Freight

Snow Shoe
Twp

Burnside

144 has drainage issues because of lack of
grading
Washouts are deep
From German Settlement looking north to top
of hill.
Washouts are on private property
Don’t want to see any more incursions
east…take it west

•

Snow Shoe Township is impacted by gas related truck
traffic

•

Brickyard traffic varies with business

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

•

Potential implications from logging on forested lands

•

Tractor Trailer Traffic to/from

o
o

Snow Shoe Refactories
Smitchko (Family owned industry-machine
tools)

Maintenance
•

Snow Shoe Borough would like to build a 5-10 capital
improvement plan to address $200-300K in paving
backlog
o
o

•

Occasional long-distance bikers and bike clubs

•

People walk on roads

•

A few use the CATA van from pickup in Snow Shoe

•

Make a bike connection between Renovo and
Philipsburg

•

CATA Rideshare is used; drops riders at Halls

•

People (workers and elderly) are looking for a park-nride

Emerging Technology

Snow Shoe
Twp
Snow Shoe
Twp

Bank and Tru Value in Snow Shoe Borough are for sale

Regional/County-Wide Needs and Issues
•

Burnside
Burnside
Burnside

Snow Shoe
Twp
Snow Shoe
Twp
Snow Shoe
Twp

None

Future Land Use/Development
•

Snow Shoe
Boro

Can’t afford crack sealing
Would like to switch to LEDs for streetlights

Bike/Ped/Transit

•

Snow Shoe
Twp
Snow Shoe
Boro

I-80 Exit 161 interchange

Snow Shoe
Boro
Snow Shoe
Boro
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•

SR 144/Snow Shoe Mountain Road

•

SR 322 State College Area Connector (SCAC)

•

Slides on SR 53

Big Ticket/Wish List
•
•

Roads
Overlay/pave all the roads

•

Ditches along 144 near Snow Shoe/Burnside line

•

Drainage improvements

•

Signals at I-80 interchange
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Snow Shoe
Boro
Snow Shoe
Boro
Snow Shoe
Boro, Snow
Shoe Twp
Burnside
Snow Shoe
Twp
Burnside
Snow Shoe
Boro
Snow Shoe
Boro
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Nittany Valley Region: Marion, Walker, Spring, Benner, and Bellefonte
Key Corridors
SR 26
•

Hanson Quarry adding turning lanes

SR 64
•

Marion

Speeding

SR 150
•

Drainage and Related Issues

Benner Pike is already congested

SR 550
•

Coordinate signals along 550 in Bellefonte

•

Speeding

•

Battery backup for 64/550 signal

•

Signal at 150/550 needs study because traffic flowed
better without

SR 322 Corridor O

Bellefonte
Walker

Benner
Walker
Spring

•

Going to Philipsburg, coming down Port Mountain
eastbound is very scary

Bellefonte

•

322 from State College to Potters Mills Gap

Benner

Interstate and Interchanges
•

Change configuration of I-80 Exit 161 EB off ramp: exit
ramp and go to a center lane to wait and merge

Marion

•

Signage for people not familiar with area, particularly on
major routes

Marion

•

I-80 local interchange
o Future Connection over the ridge into
Walker Township to SR 64; short term
benefit for construction traffic, long term
benefit for emergency access
o Not all are supportive of the above
Potential traffic impacts at Forest and Musser after
Interchange construction

Marion

•
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•

Drainage on Charley Weaver’s Farm comes from the
ridge and Clinton County

Marion

•

Hoy Road floods

Walker

•

Water draining behind Forest Avenue towards Curtin
Gap

Walker

•

Program or best practices needed for cleaning out under
bridges and in streams

Spring

Bike/Ped/Transit
•

Bike path opportunities with School District and
regionally

Spring

•

Some property owners are not supportive of rails to
trails

Benner

•

Interest in transit loop around Bellefonte

Bellefonte

•

CATA passes through Benner with no stops
One planned stop at Benner Commerce Park;
money in escrow for a bus shelter when
demand warrants
o Ridesharing may fill the gap
Use Graymont in Coleville for train service to State
College

Benner

o

•

Airport

Spring

•

Future facility development: Runway extension; which
end to extend has not been decided

Benner

•

Need for an Airport Access road to take pressure off
Rock Road corridor; Big Ticket/Wish List

Benner

MPO Opportunity: Sub Committee Project to
discuss options for Airport Connection
Future airport-oriented development: no C [commercial]
in next 10 years
o

Walker
Spring

•

Benner

Emerging Technology
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•

Traffic Safety

•

Driverless cars offer benefits and demand
infrastructure and regulatory updates
Fuel Source

•

o the first electric charger is coming to Bellefonte
Mobility

Bellefonte

o

o
o
•

Parking

Pedestrian
Future tourism boost with implications for
parking, signage/etc.

Future Land Use/Development

Bellefonte
Bellefonte

Bellefonte
Bellefonte

Marion

•

Struble Farm (by Zion Cemetery); has water and sewer

•

Kerstetter Estate/Brookshire Development

•

Deer Haven has water and sewer; only 8 lots

•

Sewer available in Walker from Hecla south

•

Water lines in Walker recently extended to Fire House
Lane/Lowery Farm; planned service from Spring Twp line
to Hecla along Zion Back

Walker

•

Parcel between Amberleigh and Burnham Farms

Spring

•

Still some interest along 550

•

Along 144 by Steeplechase and Pleasant Hills, S&A owns
parcel next to I-99

Walker
Walker
Walker

Spring
Spring

•

Bellefonte Borough is an “Opportunity Zone”

•

Challenge: Amberleigh development doesn’t have
enough not enough parking; can’t take a fire truck
through when cars are parked on the street

Benner

Parking
•

Interest in parking garage; could look to county as
partner; would need add’l sources of funding

Bellefonte

•

Challenge: Foot Hills development’s streets dead-end
without cul-de-sacs; they were supposed to continue but
never did

Marion

•

Parking and sidewalk enforcement

Benner

•

Challenge: Excessive widths for local roads are expensive
to maintain

Spring

•

Challenge: Cul-de-sacs need an area for snow placement

Spring

•

Amish are saving farms. Without them, more
development would have happened

Marion

•

Benner Commerce Park

Benner

•

Housing constrained by sewer and water

•

Tax exempt properties (referred to a township map)

•

Quarries

•

Penn State

•

Marion Township is getting survey on Sand Ridge Road
(prior to development)

Marion

•

Water Source [as a constraint to development]

Marion
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Benner
Benner
Benner

Signage
•

Wayfinding

•

PennDOT signs are faded and confusing

Funding
•

Need for continued funding and alternative revenue
source to maintain infrastructure and address new
issues
o

Bellefonte
Spring

Benner

CCMPO Opportunity: Identify options for
municipal revenue.

Regional/County-Wide Needs and Issues
•

Freight transport

Bellefonte

•

Need for alternative methods; get semi-trailers
off roads
o Consider policy like Germany where they have
strict rules about truck speed and not passing
Make multimodal options convenient to reduce traffic

Bellefonte

o

Benner

o

Better rail systems
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o
•

o
Safety
o

More public transit service, e.g., to Pleasant
Gap and Zion
Bike pathways to connecting core communities

Bellefonte

Distracted drivers

Big Ticket/Wish List
•

Full replacement of 2 single lane bridges with improved
sight distance

Walker

•

64/550 intersection completed ASAP

Walker

•

Paved shoulders for entire township

•

Amish buggy lane on 64 both sides

•

Airport Road

•

Updated road infrastructure

•

Equipment

•

Fix intersection 26/Harrison
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Walker
Walker

Benner
Benner
Benner
Spring
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Penns Valley Region: Centre Hall, Gregg, Haines, Miles, Millheim, Penn, and Potter
Key Corridors

There is a fiber optic line along SR 45 - not a pure 60
ft. ROW
• Impact of Amish buggies (steel wheels) on road
conditions and safety concerns; not all buggies have
safety features [lights, reflectors]

Drainage and Related
•
•
•
•

•

Sinkholes (3) – at Centre Hall Borough building,
Cherry Avenue, Pennsylvania Avenue
No ROWS for drainage

Rockville Road overflow from private pond

Back Road culvert needed at farm just west of
Smullton where runoff flows over road and freezes
in winter

•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•

Centre
Hall
Centre
Hall

•

Miles

•

Miles

•
•

•

•

Unfunded mandates from PennDOT who requires
signs

Gregg

•

Tried to get a 10 year plan in place, but didn’t work
because of emergencies and unexpected
expenditures

Haines

Millheim

No school bus stop ahead signs

Millheim

Truck/turning restrictions are not signed
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•

•
•
•

One-way streets and alleys are not clear

Millheim

SR 192 (Route G)

Centre Hall

Gaps in side on North Front Street

Millheim

SR 2006

Ped ramp are not ADA-compliant

Concerns about visibility of school kids on bikes and
scooters
Interest in Park and Ride at Old Fort

•
•

Centre Hall
Millheim
Penn

Potter

None

Future Land Use/Development

Potter

Gregg

Potter

Emerging Technology

Most roads in Potter Township are bonded

Still catching up with (retro-)reflectivity

Concerns about horse and buggy/carts wearing
down roads

Bike/Ped/Transit

Millheim

Maintenance
•

Miles,
Millheim,
Potter

Drainage grates on SR 45 get covered

Freight
•

•
Haines

New process for approving driveway access

Gregg

Haines Township is working on long-range water
system planning

Haines

Historic district in Millheim

Millheim

New sewer line to school district may impact
additional development

Gregg

Paper streets in Haines Township are being removed

Haines

Gettig property in Millheim and Gregg – zoned
residential (village or high density)

Millheim

Mt. View Estates/ Poole development (275 EDUs)

Potter

[Expecting] Pressure for zoning change at end of
Potters Mill Gap project

Potter

Sinking Creek development about 80% built out

Potter
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Regional/County-Wide Needs and Issues
•

•
•
•

Old Fort intersection – [need for] left turn phase on
all approaches

•
Centre Hall
•

Impacts of growth
40 lots behind McClanahans
300 lots at Mountain View

Centre Hall

Potters Mills Gap

Haines

•

Re-evaluate 45 mph speed limit on SR 45

Haines

•

North Atherton

•

Pave SR 445 Narrow

•

SR 45 in winter – snow drifts

Miles,
Potter
Millheim,
Penn
Millheim

•
•

Closed bridge in Gregg Township

•

Better maintenance on SR 45 from Centre Hall to State
College

Penn

•

Bellefonte/Milesburg area

Potter

•
•
•

•

•

Upgrade and widen SR 2006

Centre Hall

Inglby Road and Scenic Drive – the only dirt and
gravel roads in Haines Township; both are narrow,
constrained by water and topography, and serve
camps only

Haines

Connection between 2006 and 45.

Pave/repave all roads, including dirt and gravel
roads and streets in Aaronsburg and Woodward
where water system was installed
Pave all roads
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•
•

Miles

Reconstruct Decker Valley Road

Potter

Bridges

Potter

Fix wall in Centre Hall

Potter

SR 322 improvements on existing alignment

Widen Upper Georges Valley Road for Amish and
pedestrians

Potter
Potter

Millheim

•

Big Ticket/Wish List

•

Composite surface that would minimize damage
from buggies

Centre Hall

Haines

Miles, Penn
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Upper Bald Eagle Highlands Region: Huston, Port Matilda, Taylor, Union, Unionville, and Worth
Key Corridors
•

Unionville Pike
o
o
o
o

Freight
•

Inconsistent maintenance due to multiple
owners
No enforcement - nowhere to pull anyone
over
Ices over at the top and fog is an issue
Consider crashes on the Unionville Pike
(State Police)

•

Union

Signage is old. Borough is working to make some
updates every year

Port
Matilda

•

During incidents, Borough often staffs someone at
the light to control traffic

Port
Matilda

•

Need signage to direct trucks up the valley to I-80
when coming in to town on old 322

Drivers are not waiting on township crews doing
work, creating unsafe working conditions

•

Signs are stolen

•

Need for a speed limit sign inventory (<35 MPH)

•

Street repairs should be done with water line upgrades

•

People don’t stop/rolling stops

•

State roads are not being plowed timely. Local
roads were clear way before State and it caused
problems for the school district.

Bike/Ped/Transit
•

Pedestrian need at the borough building

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

Emerging Technology
•
•

Reese and Shilling property on northwest corner

•

Borough sold property in front of sewer plant to
developer; Dollar General proposed

•
•

Port
Matilda

Taylor

•
•
•
•

Unionville
Unionville
Worth

Eagle Creek is looking to expand development from
@ 50 to@ 100 units

Union
Union

Old Auction House on Walker Hollow

Union

Property at interchange and Wilson Lane

Worth

Gliderport - Could be utilized for air
transport/service

Union

Few opportunities - 2-3 lots up on the hill and one
lot at Main and Apple

Unionville

Dollar General is going in

•

PMG narrowing down from 4 lane to 2 lane west of
Potters Mills
o Maggie’s Dip is going to be a problem
Atherton Street

•

Pedestrian in downtown State College

•

Bottom of Skytop, ramp toward Port Matilda ices
over frequently

•

Port
Matilda
Port
Matilda

Only industrial area is around Township building –
one lot with rail access available

Regional/County-Wide Needs and Issues

Taylor
Union

None

Future Land Use/Development

•

No place for large trucks to turn around between
truck stop and Interchange

Maintenance
•

Unionville

Worth
Huston
Port
Matilda
Port
Matilda
Port
Matilda

Unionville
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•

Old 220 toward Milesburg, multiple places drainage
and flooding Steele Hollow, and others, Silverdale,
Julian

Port
Matilda

•

•

•

SR 322 at Mountain Road intersection

•

SR 322 coming down from Philipsburg, S curves, up
to black oak church

Port
Matilda
Port
Matilda

Bellefonte Interchange needed

Union

•
•
•

I-80n Exit 161

New Waddle Road Interchange is confusing,
Atherton and bypass

Taylor

Worth

Paving all Huston Township roads so can put salt on
mountain roads when icy

Huston

•

Fix drainage and signage issues

•

Sidewalks

•

Grade separated rail crossing

•

Tar and chip all raods

Port
Matilda
Port
Matilda,
Unionville
Port
Matilda
Taylor

Big Ticket/Wish List
•
•

Traffic studies on all side streets to lower speed
limits to 25 mph

•

Unionville Pike

•

Repave all roads, ditch work, base work, and paving
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•

Worth

East Mountain Road near Huston

Worth

Make Shangri one lane or widen but mindfully of
100 year old oaks

Worth

Ardrey intersection up higher

Worth

Union

Pavement markings (lines and reflectors) need to be
better

•

•

Total re-engineering of all roads -Pave all roads
including restructuring, bank cut backs, widening,
etc.

Port
Matilda

Union.
Unionville
Union

32

Perspectives among Stakeholders

Outreach to stakeholders with an interest in transportation
planning included meetings with the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Chamber of Business and Industry of Centre County
(CBICC)
Centre Region Convention and Visitor Bureau (CRCVB)

Centre Region Transportation and Land Use Committee
(CRTLU)

Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA)
Centre County Office of Transportation (CCOT)
Centre County Board of Commissioners (CCBOC)
Centre County Planning Commission (CCPC)
Nittany Valley Joint Planning Commission (NVJPC)
Penn State University (PSU)
Penns Valley Regional Planning Commission (PVRPC)
Upper Bald Eagle Highlands (UBEH)

Comments from these countywide and multi-municipal
organization indicate concern for the entire transportation
system – both its condition today and its ability to meet
tomorrow’s transportation needs.
Comments are organized by topic, similar to those used for the
municipal outreach, and sourced to the organizations above.
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Highways

•

Key Corridors
•

•
•

•
•

•
•
•

•

I-80 traffic moving through Milesburg, Bellefonte
area to other (more southern) workplaces is
inefficient.

The Local Access Interchange will attract more traffic
from Clinton County.

CBICC

NVJPC

Route 64 traffic will increase as more Clinton County
residents come here for work, other needs, etc.
Similar impact on Route 150 traffic from Beech
Creek, Lock Haven.

NVJPC

There should be a way to mitigate impact of traffic
diversions on secondary roads from incidents on
I-99, other main highways.

CRCVB

The secondary access road infrastructure that many
people use frequently needs to be improved.

CRCVB

Need to revisit conversation about SR 322 project
and advocate with legislators to get funding.

CBICC

Congested highways will affect secondary roads.

CCPC

What happens after the new I-80/I-99 Interchange is
open and other major projects are completed. What
does the community look like in the future? Where
will backups occur then?
Status of Projects/Construction.
o
o

Residents want to know how to get there.
MPO should do more on social media.
Need to find more ways to commemorate
things that occur, even if it’s a municipal
transportation improvement. Showcasing
these improvements, particularly safety
improvements, is important.
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•

•

CCPC

Keep Emergency Management needs in mind –
Protect capacity of Evacuation Routes

CRPC

Philipsburg has lots of traffic issues…peak
commuters, issues on both 322 and 350, residents
don’t like driving 322 to Clearfield.

North-South: Atherton Street, University
Drive, Blue Course Drive, Allen Street, Pugh
Street, Garner Street
o East-West: College Avenue, Beaver Avenue,
Westerly Parkway, Park Avenue
Winter maintenance of 4-digit state routes. Those
roads are not ready for school bus traffic in the
morning. Affects commuters and emergency
services, along with school buses.

CCPC

o

•

Airport
•

CCBOC

CCBOC

Need to coordinate land use and zoning among
municipalities. e.g. in Penns Valley, has multiple
municipalities along Route 45 corridor.

•

•

Companies challenged by air transportation.
Example is Mission Critical Partners and KCF
Technologies who move employees back and forth
from distant workplaces for training. Materials
Research Lab has had in excess of 3000 companies
coming in to view research activities.
Connector from Innovation Park and Benner
Commerce Park to airport is needed. Not good to
travel through a residential area. Not a big project.
Will drive development near airport…light industrial
land that is needed. Important to attracting new
businesses to the area.
Need flights directly to Pittsburgh, NY, Boston…
growing PSU alumni bases in these locations.

UBEH

CCIBD

CRCVB
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•

•

Need access to other airports, like a regional shuttle
(ground) to other airports like Harrisburg that offer
more flight opportunities.
Airport improvements…needed to improve air
service. Flights are limited…why?

CRPC

Can CCMPO provide information about technology
in a more simple, easy to understand language?

CCBOC

Emerging Technology
•
•

CRCVB

Guidance to municipalities about electric cars and
future infrastructure needs.

Begin planning for the impacts of
autonomous vehicles, package delivery
vehicles, and drones on the transportation
system, particularly in downtown (planning
for increasing demand for curb space for
package delivery vehicles, service/charging
locations for autonomous and electric
vehicles; roof top package delivery by
drones, etc.). Need to think 3 dimensionally;
not all vehicles will be tied to the ground by
the end of this LRTP.
Need to build infrastructure for electric vehicles.
Scooters and bike shares are coming.

•

CRPC

•

The vision for a 2030 or 2050 transportation system.
A history of deferred maintenance needs and potential
for decreasing funds.
Which congested arterials are be expected to improve
and where congestion is expected to remain (status
quo) in light of projected traffic volumes and planned
improvements.
New technologies that have appeared in Centre County
and others that may be in widespread use before 2050.
Airport access and the availability of air service as
integral to the transportation system.

Potential CCMPO Action Plan

•
•
•
NVJPC
NVJPC

Deferred maintenance…Atherton Street project
taking lots of resources. Can we expect much more
funding looking forward? Municipalities as well as
PennDOT?

CBICC

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

•
•

Notes that Bellefonte installed 4 charging stations in
borough parking lots.

Funding

•
•
•

o

•

The 2050 LRTP should acknowledge and/or address:

Prepare an integrated transportation and land use plan
for improved airport access.
Champion improvements, especially local system
improvements, via local and social media.
Provide municipal education or suitable resources on
emerging technology (car share, CAV, e-bikes, etc.) and
needed changes to policy and infrastructure.
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Bicycle/Pedestrian
Bicycle
•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•

Bike infrastructure built in the last few years not
following best practices (e.g., Bike lanes on Waddle
Road bridge and University Drive extension towards
Whitehall – bike lanes ends; Warner Road near the
military museum.)

CATA buses – make a video and involve CATA in the
making of the video – possible class project?
Need more maps and info about biking, with info
covering topics like the 4 ft. passing law.

Seems to be very bike friendly area. Are there plans
for more accommodations?
Musser gap trail, connectivity and crossing over 45.
Are there other trail heads that intersect roads at
dangerous locations?

Need to increase use of CATA, and possibly a rail
system. Challenging to get direct CATA bus from
Bellefonte to State College without impacting
Benner and Spring Townships because CATA’s local
funding share formula uses mileage through the
adjacent municipalities. Need less complicated
formula.

Need to put infrastructure in place to accommodate
bicycling.

CRBAC
•

Develop/adopt/implement Complete Street Policies
for the MPO and municipalities

CRPC

E-scooters? Aware of them. State College doesn’t
like them. Safety issue.

CRCVB,
PSU

Recognize that non-licensed motorized and nonmotorized ped-movers are in use and need to be
planned for while state and local laws on their use
catch up.

CRPC

Powered skateboards are appearing.

PSU

CRBAC

•

CRCVB

•

CRCVB

The LRTP should acknowledge and/or address:

CRCVB

•
•

NVJPC

•

•
•

It would be beneficial if there were bike paths along
Route 550. However, a lot of land along Route 550 is
state game land, and a bike path is not allowed due
to hunting.

CRTLU

•

Need to adequate sidewalks and bike paths to when
construction affects primary ped/bike routes.

CCBOC

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

Bicyclists and pedestrians are traveling in most if not all
municipalities.
Dedicated facilities can encourage mode shifts for
some trips.
Micro mobility, such as e-scooters and power assist
bikes, are emerging, even in the absence of regulation.

Potential CCMPO Action Plan

NVJPC

Bike and Ped
•

•

•

Share bicycle network data for promotion of safe
places to ride.
Prepare/Promote a model complete streets policy (or
policies for urban and rural municipalities)
Promote practical bike facility design practices for the
region
Inventory and assess trail crossings at highways.
Identify those that need improvement as candidate
LRTP projects.
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Transit

Transit
•

•

•
•
•

•

Lack of a traditional grid roadway system results in
inefficiency. CATA loses riders in off peak because
they have legitimate options, e.g. Uber/Lyft. But
transit is still best option in peak hour based on
price, headways, and running time.
Interest in maximizing efficiency in corridors (BRT
and downtown transfer center), since roadway
system is not going to change.

CATA

CATA notifies PSU every year that the largest center
has no shelters, signs, or ADA access.

CATA

CATA has no rainy day fund/reserve for fleet
expansion or operating expenses.

Request for MPO Assistance

Where can contract municipalities go for
help in identifying funding sources?
o Help selling benefits of vanpools (currently
serving prison employees) to employers.
o GIS services for background data; O-D pairs
for journey to work.
o Training/trainer for mechanics and
operators.
Challenge is getting people to try CCOT
service…once they try it, they like it. Also trying to
get people to take the CATA bus. Lots of potential
for service, have to market more. Willing to do
special trips.

•

•
CATA

CATA
•

o

•

•

Documentation of medical assistance trips is a
burden. Use of CATA bus pass is more cost effective,
but there is a concern about clients using pass for
other trip purposes.

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

•

CCOT

•
•

CCOT

•
•

PennDOT won’t pay for requested same-day
service…working to get it changes. Will do it
anyway if he can coordinate unscheduled trip with
scheduled trips, even without reimbursement of $.

CCOT

Vehicle tracking? Do it now through Google Earth,
but cumbersome. Investigating whether it can be
done through Ecolane. Would like to have better
system, and talking about doing more live dispatch.

CCOT

Ernest Greene, Rep. Borowicz staff…has CATA been
approached about implementing a metro rail
system? (Several comments were offered about the
possibility of using the old Bellefonte Central RR in
Buffalo Run Valley, and the constraints because
property rights have reverted to adjacent property
owners). Could be useful to have a Lock
Haven/Clinton County to State College connection.

NVJPC

Have to locate park and ride facilities in surrounding
counties to encourage ridesharing.

NVJPC

PSU can provide benefits on campus for CATA van
pools. Better parking, reduced parking. Guaranteed
Ride Home paid by PSU.

PSU

Driver recruitment and retention is good, even with
relatively low pay. Younger employees do tend to
look for better opportunities with higher wages.

CCOT

Discussed merits and issues associated with having a
more direct Bellefonte to State College route for bus
and potentially rail.

NVJPC

Need park and ride lot at new I-80/Route 26 Exit
163 Local Access Interchange.

NVJPC

Market for ridesharing is not just limited to PSU, but
includes other businesses in the Centre Region.

NVJPC
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•
•

•

•

•

•

Lot of turning movements for buses that block
lanes.

Megabus and Greyhound bus loading at Walmart
seems to work well, but most people must take
another form of transportation to get to the pick-up
spot. It would be beneficial if those bus systems
could utilize the CATA bus pull-offs around the
Region to pick up passengers.
Most accommodation for transit is in core of State
College area…when promoting Boalsburg and outer
areas, harder because there is less service.

Need a community loop shuttle that focuses on
downtown, other major sites outside of campus, and
less on campus. Could even have remote parking
stop at Mall. Make the loop shuttle easily
identifiable.
Get lots of questions about what’s the best way for
students to travel home for breaks…not many
regional connections to train system.

•

CRTLU

•
CRCVB

Decision rule + land use to recognize transit as a
mode of transport and design infrastructure to
maximize its use…all aspects, the site design, rolling
stock, ped/bike connections/facilities first mile/last
mile, etc. Critical item for planning and in making
land use decisions
Site Design: Transit Access to Development - Bristol
Avenue apartments is good. Other examples are
too far from street, some without ped connections.

The 2050 LRTP should acknowledge and/or address:
CRCVB

•
•

CRCVB

Rail travel to NYC. Agrees with bike and ped
friendly community.

CRCVB

Land use changes…student housing moving slightly
further out; as well as infill downtown; affordable
housing moving further out; (St. Vincent DePaul site
moving from Westerly Parkway to Benner Pike;
original site better for people who don’t have autos);
Older adult housing moving out, and not being
designed to accommodate transit (Graystone Court
on Benner Pike is a good example of a development
for older adults not being very transit friendly).

CATA

Future Land Use/Development re Transit
•

PSU

•

Transit providers serve local, regional and intercity
travel
Planning for expanded transit service areas, where
feasible
Local funding from public and private sources

Potential CCMPO Action
•

•

Provide municipal education or suitable resources on
transit-related topics such as:
o Zoning/development location for housing for
transit-dependent populations
o Guidance for transit-friendly street design
Public/Stakeholder Education on the value of transit to
business and the value of amenities to ridership

Future Land Use/Development
CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
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Economic Development
•

Companies looking to locate here don’t necessary
look at transportation. In future, how do we move
people in and out when area continues to grow in
population?

Future Land Use/Development
•

•

•

Need to assess potential negative impacts of highrise buildings being constructed in downtown State
College.

Lots of potential for new development…Airport area,
Hilltop mobile home park site, Harner Farm
rezoning, Patton Crossing development.
Continue to provide a minimum of one vehicle
parking space per unit for multifamily housing and
mixed use developments.

Concern that commercial tenants in mixed
use buildings are not be allocated any
parking spaces.
o Concern that developers of multi-family/
mixed use buildings are pricing their
parking spaces in a way that incentivizes
tenants to park off site, while the onsite
spaces are either left empty or rented at
substantially higher rates.
Maybe new proposed high rises in State College
Borough will be a maximum of 7-8 stories. However,
the Borough is concentrating its efforts on
redevelopment of existing buildings. Interest in
constructing one more parking garage, but at this
time there are no plans.

•
CBICC

•
CCPC
•
CCPC
•
CRPC

•
•

o

•

•

Small developments bought out by large developers
and turned into student housing.

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

•
•

The potential location of a new elementary school in
Bellefonte near the existing school complex along
Airport Road will have impacts. Also, impacts can be
expected from the school district’s development of
athletic fields in that area.

NVJPC

In Bellefonte, more potential impacts from existing
structures being repurposed vs. new land
development.

NVJPC

Former Houts property will redevelop someday.

PSU

The new hotel on the Waterfront site will have
impacts. Unknown what the future use of the
Centre Crest facility will be…could impact traffic.

NVJPC

Expansion of Innovation Park in very long term.

PSU

Intercollegiate Athletics Master Plan. Lots of big
projects that don’t have funding. Tennis and
natatorium are coming.

PSU

Farmland disappearing.

Lack of good soils hinders large scale development
because of septic perc limitations.

UBEH
UBEH

The 2050 LRTP should acknowledge and/or address:
•
CRTLU

•

Some development tyoes/land uses require or benefit
from particular transportation networks/services.
All vehicular traffic (including bicycles) requires some
parking – whether short-term or long-term.

Potential CCMPO Action
CRTLU

•

Municipal education or peer-to-peer exchange on the
transportation implications of development policies.
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Countywide Needs and Issues and Big Ticket Projects
Regional/Countywide Needs and Issues
•
•
•

Need to find ways to help ourselves, not depend on
state or federal funding.

CBICC

Construction.

CRPC,
CRTLU

Need alternative revenue source from electric
vehicles.

More coordination with stakeholders for
project schedules and alternative routes.
o Projects should be staggered to manage
congestion on alternative routes.
o At the end of construction projects, the road
should be temporarily paved so that the
road is drivable until permanent restoration
is made.
Maintenance of roads and drainages.
o

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Replacement/repair of bridges.

Bus service to students, workers and aging
population.

High commuter flow of SOV, ridesharing, workforce
housing.

CBICC

CRTLU
CRTLU
CRTLU
CRTLU
CRTLU

Municipalities should evaluate ordinances and
transportation system to accommodate growth.

CRTLU

Need to do better with traffic signals. Need humans
or sensors working at peak hours to make
adjustments to live traffic conditions.
Amish buggy safety is a concern.

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

•

UBEH

•

Maintaining what we have [roads and bridges].

•

SR 150 corridor congestion.

CCBOC,
CRTLU
CCBOC

SR 350 and Route 322 Corridor O.

CCPC

•
•
•

SR 64/550 and Route 150/Phoenix Ave.
intersections.

CCPC
CCPC

I-80/I-99 Interchanges.

•

Keep Corridor O outside fiscal constraint.

CCPC,
CRTLU
CRPC

Public transportation for rural Centre County.

CCBOC

•
•

PVRPC

SR 322/144/45.

•

CRTLU

CRPC,
CRTLU ,
NVJPC

PVRPC

Support for bridge improvement efforts, particularly
the half-width construction with signals.

•

Big Ticket/Wish List

Utilize existing rails to develop a rail system.

More bike paths that connect urban areas to rural
areas.

Safety. Amish use gas lanterns that are
barely visible in the dark.
o Road Condition. It would help if the buggies
had rubber tires. Amish Road tax in
discussion in Harrisburg.
Local bridges continue to be an issue. Bridges less
than 20 feet are in various stages of disrepair.
o

•

Better connection to the airport comes with
environmental impact issues.

Airport connections/flights to additional hubs.

•

Airport runway and facilities improvement.

•

Bike paths for everyone, everywhere…where you
have the population density that makes sense.

•

Implement a new rail system.

CCBOC,
CRPC
CRPC

CCBOC,
CRPC
CCBOC
CRTLU
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The 2050 LRTP should acknowledge and/or address:
•
•

Traditional funding sources are not keeping pace with
needs.
Maintaining and optimizing the current system is a
good principle if it serves our present and future needs.

Potential CCMPO Action
•

•

Identify public-private partnership models for
transportation investment in system elements and
individual projects.
Encourage multi-municipal transportation and land use
assessment and planning along key corridors.

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
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Table A. Issues listed as Programmed

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments

FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

Location

Goals

Potential_Action

NextStep

ProjectNumber/Type

198 College Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection Left turns are challenging; speeding

Intersection of Orchard Rd and Park Ave

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Programmed

2759

247 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection Poor sight distance; crash area; speeding; poor lighting

Intersection of SR 322/Atherton St and 45/Warner Blvd Safety

Programmed

93367

51 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection No information

Intersection of SR 150/Willowbank St and Phoenix Ave

Safety

Programmed

Intersection Improv/106365

678 Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection Various issues

Intersection of SR 150/Water St and Phoenix Ave

Safety

Programmed

Intersection Improv/106365

109 Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection No information

Intersection of Bernel Rd and Fox Hill Rd

Safety

Programmed

Intersection Improv/93263

680 Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection Turning movements

Intersection of I-80 ramps and Jacksonville Rd

Safety

Programmed

New Interchange/3142

832 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards

Intersection of SR 150 and Phoenix Ave

Regional/County

Programmed

Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

326 Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

372 Howard

Conflicts-Hazards

482 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

734 Walker Twp

IssueDescr

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

Repeat
Highway/Intersection DFV occurred fall 2020
Turning movement conflicts; difficult to see cars coming in travel lane
Highway/Intersection (blocked by stacking in turning lane); crash area
Turning movement conflicts; high traffic volume; poor sight distance;
Highway/Intersection alignment

Intersection of SR 64 and SR 550
Intersection of SR 322/Atherton St/Boal Ave and SR
45/Warner Blvd

Intersection/Signal Study

Programmed

Safety Improv/106034

Safety

Programmed

Add Turning Lane/93367

Intersection of SR 26/SR 150

Safety

Programmed

Intersection Improv/93262

Intersection of Bernel and Fox Hill Rd

Safety

Programmed

Intersection Improv/93263

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection Changing to a "T" intersection (?)
Crash area; turning movements; angled intersection; conflicts with
Highway/Intersection Walker Meadows; congested area from Shaffers store development

Intersection of SR 64 and SR 550

Safety

Programmed

Safety Improv/106034

377 Howard Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection Repeat; turning movements, high traffic volume, etc.

Intersection of SR 26 and SR 150

Safety

Programmed

Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of Bernel Rd and Fox Hollow Rd

Programmed

Intersection Improv/93263

State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection Left turn challenges at hospital onto Park Ave

Intersection of Orchard Rd and Park Ave

Programmed

Add Turning Lane/2759

State College

Conflicts-Hazards/VisibilityBike/Ped

Poor sight distance; small bridge is slippery and deteriorating

SR 26/College Ave near Thompson Woods

Programmed

Bridge Improv/3121

State College

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Incorporate bike/ped access when overpass is rebuilt

SR 3022/University Dr

Programmed

Streetscapes/111453

212 Curtin Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Conduit from church through parking lot

Orviston Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Programmed

112818

810 Millheim

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor conditions; sidewalks and curbs are deteriorating; potholes

SR 45 Bridge over Elk Creek

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Programmed

Bridge Improv/94957

817 Millheim

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition

Elk St Bridge over Mill Race

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Programmed

Bridge Improv/105925

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection Poor pavement conditions

Fox Hill Rd

Condition

795 State College

Congestion

Highway/Intersection Capacity limitations

Atherton St between College Ave and Beaver Ave

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Programmed

Restoration/101960

416 Marion Twp

Maintenance

Signals/Signage

Intersection of I-80 off ramps and Jacksonville Rd

Safety

Programmed

Safety Improv/109871

90 Benner Twp

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Many issues; pole bent inward from weight; overhead lines were
caught on truck

Liquid Fuels eligible projects Programmed

100557
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Table B. Issues listed as Candidate

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments
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Location
Intersection of SR 45/Pine Grove Rd and SR 26/Water
St

Goals

Potential_Action

NextStep

ProjectNumber/Type

Safety

100565

Intersection of College Ave and Whitehall Rd

Safety

Candidate

100565

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Various conflicts

Intersection of Cherry Lane and Atherton St

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study
Continue to work with adjacent property owners to
increase line of sight at all intersections
Identify traffic calming/crossing options for safer
multi-modal transport and circulation

Candidate

Highway/Intersection

IssueDescr
User conflicts; crash area; speeding; left turning movements with
limited opportunities
Turning movement delays; conflict with Harner Farm parking lot
integration

Candidate

98126

336 Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

SR 45

Safety

Candidate

Add Turning Lane/93367

677 Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of SR 150/Water St and SR 144/Linn St

Safety

Candidate

Bridge Improv/3121

632 Snow Shoe

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of I-80 and SR 144/Beech Creek Rd

Safety

Candidate

Bridge Improv/88217

24 Snow Shoe Twp Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of I-80 and SR 4005/Beech Creek Rd

Safety

Candidate

Bridge Improv/88217

Intersection of Toftrees and Waddle Rd

Safety

Candidate

Bridge Replacement/83541

Intersection of SR 150/Water St and Mill St

Safety

Candidate

Intersection Improv/106365

FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

233 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

265 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

216 Ferguson Twp

480 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Sight distance issues; turning movement conflicts
Difficulty turning onto SR 150; angle of intersection; poor sight
distance
Multiple conflicts; crash area; needs signal and improved lighting;
access management issues
Wide lanes; unmarked stop bars; poor stopping; turning issues for
long trailers; poorly lit
Confusing for out of town users; possible need for additional signage
and/or right turning lane

52 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Congestion, mutiple turning movements, user conflicts

675 Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Difficulty turning onto SR 150

Intersection of Mill St and SR 150/Willowbank St

Safety

Candidate

Intersection Improv/106365

577 Potter Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Repeat

Intersection of SR 322 and SR 144

Safety

Candidate

New Roadway/96820

763 State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Various issues

Intersection of Atherton St and Branch Rd

Safety

Candidate

Restoration/101961

764 State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Wide; needs improved lighting

Atherton Corridor (south)

Safety

Candidate

Restoration/101961

460 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; multiple users, congestion, etc.

Atherton St Corridor

Safety

Candidate

Restoration/98126

584 Potter Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

No information

Intersection of SR 45 and Century Dr/Weaver Rd

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/100551

576 Potter Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Candidate

Safety Improv/78994

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of SR 322 and Church Hill Rd
Intersection of SR 144/Old Fort Rd and SR
45/Earlystown Rd

Safety

Potter Twp

No information
Turning lane challenge at intersection; not configured well to
accommodate tractor trailer turning from 144 NB to 45 WB

Candidate

Resurface/100551

Intersection of SR 45 and SR 322

Candidate

Resurface/100583

Candidate

Restoration/98126

Candidate

Restoration/102829

Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Crash area

State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

250 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Left turn challenges from Clinton Ave SB to Atherton St EB
SR 322/Atherton St at Clinton Ave and Blue Course Dr
Turning challenges; elevation changes slows down trucks; school
bus stop nearby and no flashing lights; conflicts with buses crossing
and turning
Intersection of SR 322 and SR 3023/Reese Hollow Rd
Conflicts with Kennard Street and the athletic fields in close proximity
to slip lane; poor lighting
Intersection of Kennard Rd and SR 45/Shingletown Rd

Safety

Candidate

93367

241 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Turning movement issues; illegal right on red/no protected left turn

Intersection of Blue Course Dr and Atherton St

Safety

Candidate

98126

228 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Bike/Ped

Safety concerns along existing bike corridor; no passing conflicts;
high traffic volume

Atherton St Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

98126

Sub Committee Project to discuss options for
Atherton corridor/intersections/potential expansion

333 Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Challenging left turns

Intersection of SR 45 and Main St

Safety

Candidate

Add Turning Lane/93367

335 Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Challenging left turns

Safety

Candidate

Add Turning Lane/93367

103 Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; curves

Intersection of SR 45 and Fairfield
Intersection of Old Farm Lane and SR 550/Buffalo Run
Rd

Candidate

Bridge Rehab/92422

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

594 Rush Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

No information

Intersection of SR 350 and Dale Rd

Safety

Candidate

Intersection Improv/93260

595 Rush Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

No information

Intersection of Frank and SR 350

Safety

Candidate

Intersection Improv/93260

180 College Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Crash area; motorists run red light

Intersection of SR 26/College Ave and Elmwood St

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/100568

Candidate

Resurface/100568

184 College Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection conflicts

SR 322 and College Ave eastbound ramp

Safety

Sub Committee Project to discuss options for
322/College Avenue intersections and adjacent
corridors

55 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Congestion, mutiple turning movements, user conflicts

SR 550 Corridor

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/100580

331 Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Crashes; high traffic volumes

SR 322

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/100583

529 Philipsburg

Conflicts-Hazards

Signals/Signage

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/100594

324 Halfmoon Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/101056

837 Halfmoon Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Duel left turns and four signals over three lanes causes confusion
Intersection of Railroad and Centre
Intersection issues; conflict with circulation; crash area; miss
navigating turn onto Stormstown and go in creek
Intersection of SR 550 and Loveville Rd
Circulation issues; left turn on to Atherton St at Gray's Woods
interchange is needed, instead of taking the loop from Old 322 to I-99
and Atherton St
Interchange of Grays Woods/Atherton/I-99

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/111359

467 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Multiple conflicts; possible need for a signal

Candidate

Resurface/111359

Candidate

98126

Candidate

98126

Candidate

98126

Intersection of Ghaner Rd and Grays Wood Blvd

Safety

221 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Atherton St, Blue Course Dr/Clinton Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

222 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Atherton St and Park Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

223 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Atherton St and Hillcrest Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Support and supplement the recommendations in
the Northland Area Mobility Study
Support and supplement the recommendations in
the Northland Area Mobility Study
Support and supplement the recommendations in
the Northland Area Mobility Study
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Table B. Issues listed as Candidate

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments

FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

IssueDescr

Location

Goals

225 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Atherton and Martin St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
Potential_Action
Support and supplement the recommendations in
the Northland Area Mobility Study

NextStep

ProjectNumber/Type

Candidate

98126

766 State College

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Signals/Signage and Bike/Ped

Poor signal timing

Atherton St Corridor

Safety

Candidate

Restoration/101961

779 State College

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of College Ave and High St

Safety

Candidate

Restoration/101961

773 State College

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Restoration/101961

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Restoration/101961

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Restoration/101961

774 State College

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing
Intersection of Atherton St and Beaver Ave
Unsafe crossing; high ped traffic creates many conflicts; lacking ADA
compliancy
Intersection of Atherton St and Westerly Parkway

775 State College

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Repeat; unsafe crossings

Westerly Parkway

785 State College

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Beaver Ave and Allen St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Restoration/101961

790 State College

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of College Ave and Shortlidge

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Restoration/101961

231 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

230 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing at SR 45 and gas station on Nixon Road

SR 45 Corridor through Pine Grove Mills
Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED
Intersection of SR 45/Pine Grove Rd, Nixon Rd, and SR
26/Water St
Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

227 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Atherton Street Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

226 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Atherton and Vairo Blvd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

776 State College

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Atherton St and Foster Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

191 College Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

SR 26/College Ave Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

208 College Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of SR 26/College Ave and Elmwood St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

371 Howard

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of Mill and SR 26 (Mapped on Main St?)

385 Huston Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

754 Worth Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; bridge blocks line of sight
Poor sight distance looking right; adjacent business parking, vehicles
block line of sight
Poor sight distance from topography; guide rail blocks line of sight;
120 degree turn; drop-off; school bus crossing; over-vertical

Support and supplement the recommendations from
the Pine Grove Mills Small Area Plan
Candidate

100565

Candidate

100565

Candidate

98126

Candidate

98126

Sub Committee Project to discuss options for
Atherton corridor/intersections/potential expansion
Support and supplement the recommendations in
the Northland Area Mobility Study

Candidate

Restoration/101961

Candidate

Resurface/100568

Candidate

Resurface/100568

Safety

Candidate

Bridge Preservation/3091

Intersection of SR 220/Beaver Road/Railroad Ave
Safety
Intersection of Reese Hollow Rd/E Mountatin Rd and SR
322
Safety

Candidate
BEASC offered to pay for flashing warning signals at
this location
Candidate

Intersection of Rock Rd and SR 550/Buffalo Run

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Safety

102 Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; hill; over vertical

700 Taylor Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance

Intersection of SR 350 and Stahls Lane Exit

Corridor Study
Support and supplement the implementation of
College Township’s Sidewalk Master Plan

Bridge Replacement/88206
Restoration/102829

Candidate

Resurface/100580

Candidate

Resurface/100590

847 Halfmoon Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance for driveways entering SR 550

SR 550 Corridor

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/101056

313 Halfmoon Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance looking left; warning signage is needed

Intersection of SR 550 and Marengo Rd

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/101056

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

SR 3005/Fox Hill Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Develop a Bike/Ped/Trail/Recreation Plan for Nittany
Valley
Candidate

100557

279 Gregg Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

SR 2008/School St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Pedestrian Circulation Study

Candidate

91500

791 State College

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Intersection of SR 26/College Ave and University Dr

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Add Turning Lane/2759

621 Rush Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike connectivity to Fox Hill Rd
Lacking sidewalk connectivity between Old Gregg School and YMCA
complex
Lacking bike/ped connectivity; possibility for University to become a
four-way at grade intersection
Lacking ped connectivity along bypass corridor; poor access to
YMCA and Cold Stream

SR 322/Railroad St and YMCA and Park

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Resurface/100594

158 Burnside Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

SR 879/Pine Glen Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Resurface/101031

772 State College

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Atherton Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Streetscapes/111453

777 State College

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Atherton St bike path (ends at University)

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Streetscapes/111453

82 Benner Twp

234 Ferguson Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

236 Ferguson Twp

Connectivity

Bridge

235 Ferguson Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

251 Ferguson Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor
Lacking ped infrastructure; generally unsafe conditions; limited
ROW; speed limit is too high for ped safety
Request to extend bike path along South Atherton St into downtown
Lacking connectivity between Pine Grove Mills and State College;
request for bike lane along SR 26

SR 26 Corridor

Constraint for bike/ped improvement
SR 26/45 Bridge
Existing bike corridor; state bike route; passing issues; bridge on east
side of Pine Grove Mills is a constraint
SR 26/Water Street and SR 45/Singletown Rd
Existing bike corridor (Bike Route G); used by long distance cyclists;
vehicles travel at high speeds
SR 45/Shingletown Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Corridor Study

Candidate

100565

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Corridor Study

Candidate

100565

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Corridor Study
Widen shoulders and cut back banks during next
PennDOT Maintenance

Candidate

76136

Candidate

93367

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

92 Benner Twp

Connectivity

Economic/Freight Corridor

Lacking access to airport

SR 3005/Fox Hill Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Candidate

Airport Intersection Improv/93263

488 Patton Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped connectivity to sports complex

Bernel Rd/Nittany Valley Sports Complex

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Intersection Improv/93263

204 College Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalk connectivity

SR 26/College Ave Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Resurface/100568

317 Halfmoon Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor; gets heavy traffic in summer; on Bike Plan

SR 550

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Resurface/101056

I-99

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Support and supplement the implementation of
College Township’s Sidewalk Master Plan

487 Patton Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped connectivity across I-99

Candidate

Resurface/111359

269 Ferguson Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Whitehall Rd Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Corridor Study

Candidate

100545

280 Gregg Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 45/Penn Valley Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Corridor Study

Candidate

100551

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS
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Table B. Issues listed as Candidate

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments

FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

IssueDescr

Location

Goals

196 College Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of University and Whitehall Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

770 State College

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

No information
Flooding/ponding; concerns with drainage/runoff implications of
additional bus stop

Intersection of Atherton St and Westerly Parkway

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

189 College Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Rock filled swale

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

190 College Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

Intersection of Houserville Rd and SR 26/College Ave
Lezzer Lumber/Blaise Alexander along SR 26/College
Ave

542 Philipsburg

Drainage

Other

Possible levee for flood control

Along Creek from Railroad to Sheetz

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
Potential_Action
NextStep
Conservation Dist involvement; Stormwater take off
calcs/strategies to absorb stormwater on site
Candidate

ProjectNumber/Type

Restoration/101961

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate
Conservation Dist involvement; Stormwater take off
calcs/strategies to absorb stormwater on site
Candidate
Conservation Dist involvement; Stormwater take off
calcs/strategies to absorb stormwater on site
Candidate

Resurface/100568

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/100594

Drainage options/Conservation District involvement

100545

Resurface/100568

155 Burnside Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Washouts; needs grading improvements

SR 879/Pine Glen Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/101031

846 Halfmoon Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

SR 550

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/101056

312 Halfmoon Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Ponding occurs on trailer side; bigger culvert or better flow is needed Intersection of SR 550 and Beckwith Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/101056

561 Port Matilda

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Drainage issues in adjacent yards on Old 322 by bus garage

SR 3040/Plank Rd near bus garage

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/111359

750 Walker Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/Ponding

Candidate

Bridge Rehab/92422

562 Port Matilda

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Water flows down mountain along roadway

Forest Ave
Drainage/Environ/Air Quality
Intersection of SR 3017/Beckwith Rd and SR 3042/High
St
Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

188 College Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Corrugated half pipe along corridor; poor capacity and condition

SR 26/College Ave

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate
Conservation Dist involvement; Stormwater take off
calcs/strategies to absorb stormwater on site
Candidate

Resurface/100554
Resurface/100568

506 Patton Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

SR 550

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/100580

848 Patton Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; flooding/ponding

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/100580

699 Taylor Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Poor culvert condition; shoots water straight into the air

SR 550 near Ashcraft Lane
Intersection of SR 350/Phillipsburg Pike and Mountain
Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/100590

152 Burnside Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/101031

307 Halfmoon Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Icy conditions
SR 879/Pine Glen Rd
Water runs across the road in front of pizza shop into homes on north
side below the road (same by Barb's property)
SR 550 at Pizza Shop

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/101056

836 Halfmoon Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

SR 550 near Hawbakers property

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/101056

530 Philipsburg

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Major flooding and road closures; outfall pipes are underwater

SR 322

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/93256

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Safety and circulation issues on Logan Run Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Intersection Improv/106365

144 Boggs Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

SR 150/Willowbank St/Logan Run Bridge
Intersection of SR 144/Runville Rd and Alt 220/Eagle
Valley Rd

Safety

Candidate

Drainage Improv/113550

266 Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Signals/Signage

Candidate

100565

217 Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Candidate

98126

797 State College

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Delay to get thru light
Difficulty accessing businesses; possible stacking to get into
businesses
Need to expand outbound capacity; possibility for complete streets
design

Candidate

Add Turning Lane/2759

48 Bellefonte

Intersection of College Ave and Whitehall Rd
Atherton St between Colonnade Blvd and Colonnade
Way

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Park Ave Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Intersection SR 150 and SR 550

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Intersection Improv/106365

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

New Roadway/96820

Candidate
Candidate

Restoration/98126
Resurface/100551

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

100565

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Add Turning Lane/93367

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Intersection Improv/106365

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Congestion
Congestion

Transit
Highway/Intersection

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Current configuration is difficult

Intersection of SR 26 and SR 45/Pine Grove Rd

PM; sight distance; turning movements

SR 45
SR 150

State College
Potter Twp
232 Ferguson Twp
391 Harris Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

49 Bellefonte

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Intersection/Signal Study
Sub Committee Project to discuss options for
Atherton corridor/intersections/potential expansion

Intersection of SR 322 and SR 144

54 Bellefonte
578 Potter Twp

No information
Vehicle traffic holds up CATA buses; need bus rapid transit or
dedicated busway
Repeat; need turning lane going northbound on SR 144

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

SR 322/North Atherton St
Intersection of SR 45 and SR 144

762 State College

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Turning lanes back up into travel lanes; difficult turning movements

Intersection of Atherton St and University

Safety

Candidate

Restoration/101961

496 Patton Twp

Congestion

Economic/Freight Corridor

New developments; congestion; multiple users

Atherton St Corridor

Economic/Freight Corridor

Candidate

Restoration/98126

462 Patton Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Atherton St Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Restoration/98126

792 State College

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; multiple users, congestion, etc.
Need to manage traffic flow and overall operations during peak
volumes; possibility for dedicated bus lanes or other alternative to
reduce number of vehicles

SR 26/College Ave Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/100568

794 State College

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Configuration

High St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Candidate

Resurface/100568

246 Ferguson Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Ag equipment corridor

SR 45/Shingletown Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Candidate

93367

528 Philipsburg

Freight Use/Challenge

Highway/Intersection

Heavy truck traffic; trucks turning left is challenging

SR 322

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/100594

673 Spring Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Safety

Candidate

Intersection Improv/106365

495 Patton Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Safety

Candidate

Restoration/98126

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Synchronization issues with traffic patterns; second signal is ignored Intersection of SR 150/Willowbank St and SR
by motorists; possible traffic study needed
550/Water St
Request for adaptive signals to improve traffic flow; rectangular-rapid
flashing beacons
Atherton St Corridor
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Table B. Issues listed as Candidate

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments

FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

IssueDescr

461 Patton Twp

Operations

Bike/Ped

Request for countdown signals and lighting
Atherton St Corridor
Signal has been hit twice; existing signal replacement program;
request for CATA signal priority to only be on when behind schedule Intersection of Toftrees Ave and Fox Hollow Rd

505 Patton Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

249 Ferguson Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

199 College Twp

Operations

Economic/Freight Corridor

327 Harris Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

356 Harris Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Signage is needed for trailhead to Musser Gap
Expansion of Medical/University/Business Park; clustered PSU
events for access and parking
Red blinking signals are not always observed; yellow lights are to
short

Location

Goals

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
Potential_Action

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

NextStep

ProjectNumber/Type

Candidate

Restoration/98126

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/100557

Musser Gap Trailhead on SR 45

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

93367

Park Ave Corridor

Economic/Freight Corridor

Candidate

Add Turning Lane/2759

Intersection of Atherton/Boal/Warner

Safety

Candidate

Add Turning Lane/93367

Atherton Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Candidate

Restoration/101961

Sub Committee Project to discuss options for Park
Avenue corridor, intersections, multi-modal use

627 Rush Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Request for Share the Road signage
Request for battery backup; potential to integrate backup with other
signal improvements for bridge detour

Ninth St

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/100594

551 Port Matilda

Operations

Signals/Signage

Disregard for stop bar; poor directional signage for tractor trailers

Intersection of Old 220/Old 322 signal

Safety

Candidate

Resurface/111359

192 College Twp

Maintenance

Equipment/Structures

Guiderail needs fixed

Intersection of Houserville Rd and SR 26/College Ave

Condition

Conservation Dist involvement; Stormwater take off
calcs/strategies to absorb stormwater on site
Candidate

Resurface/100568

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS
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Table C. Issues listed as Analyze

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments

IssueType

Mode

IssueDescr

Location

59 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Turning movement conflicts

62 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

65 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

66 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards

58 Bellefonte

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
Potential_Action

NextStep

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

Circulation and safety concerns

Intersection of SR 144/Linn Street and Curtin St
Safety
Mount Nittany Medical Center Offices and Bishop St/SR
550
Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

No information

Intersection of SR 550/Zion Rd and Parkview Blvd

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

Highway/Intersection

No information

Intersection of SR 1008/Howard St and Wilson St

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

User conflicts; multiple turning movements

Intersection of SR 150/Water St and SR 144/Linn St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

104 Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; curves

Intersection of Armagast Rd and SR 550/Buffalo Run Rd Safety

Analyze

106 Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Crash area

"Money Tree" on Rock Rd

Safety

107 Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Crash area; curves along Spring Creek

Rock Rd

Safety

97 Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Emergency service access issue

Purdue Mountain Rd

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study
Design analysis/study to identify strategies to
improve safety and drainage conditions
Design analysis/study to identify strategies to
improve safety and drainage conditions
Sub Committee Project to discuss options with
cost benefit analysis

110 Boggs Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Crash area

Intersection of I-80/Alt 220 and SR 150

Safety

Analyze

111 Boggs Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; bike traffic; congestion from I-80 detours/closures

SR 144/Alt 220/Eagle Valley Rd

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study
Identify alternative speed control measures;
support additional lane on I-80

126 Boggs Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Bridge

One lane road/bridge; poor sight distance; stop sign regulated

SR 1003/Curtin Rd and Bald Eagle Creek

Safety

Bridge Bundle

Analyze

115 Boggs Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Crash area

SR 1006/Old 220 Rd

Safety

Analyze

181 College Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Crash area

SR 322, between College Ave ramps and E Branch Rd
overpass

Safety

Corridor Study
Sub Committee Project to discuss options for
322/College Avenue intersections and adjacent
corridors

211 Curtin Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Signals/Signage

One controlled stop for 4 way intersection

Intersection of Askey/Hogback/Heverly/Mantown

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

256 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; turning movements, business expansion, etc.

Science Park Rd Corridor

Safety

FID Municipali

Goals

Analyze
Analyze
Analyze

Analyze

Analyze

Analyze

2 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Poor circulation; grade issues; inconvenient; previous project request Intersection of Fire Hall Rd and SR 2012/Water St

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study; Pedestrian Circulation
Study

3 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

5 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

6 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

7 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

8 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

283 Haines Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Corridor Study

Analyze

285 Haines Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

328 Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

329 Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

330 Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

337 Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of Ross Hill Rd and SR 45/Penns Valley Rd
Intersection of SR 2007/Brush Mountain Rd and SR
45/Penns Valley Rd
Intersection of SR 2007/Brush Mountain Rd and SR
Repeat; poor sight distance, rear end collisions, etc.
45/Penns Valley Rd
Intersection of SR 2014/Heckman Cemetery Rd/Orndorf
Odd circulation; three way stop
Rd and Immel Rd
Heckman Cemetery Rd is steep to stop sign at SR 45; slick or sliding Intersection of SR 2014/Heckman Cemetery Rd and SR
occurs during winter
45/Penns Valley Rd
Intersection of SR 2014/Heckman Cemetery Rd and
Repeat; steepness, sliding, etc.
SR45
Turning movements conflicts; last minute turns; out of town traffic;
conflict areas at Woodward Camp Drive
Intersection of Sports Camp Dr and SR 45
Speeding; poor sight distance because of curve, hill, and cars parked
outside of houses
Intersection of N East St and SR 45/Aaron Sq
Intersection of Elks Country Club Rd/Bear Meadows Rd
Turning lanes needed in Elks Country Club area
and SR 322/Boal Ave
Crash area; improvements to Main St intersection; request for slip
Intersection of SR 45/Earlystown Rd/Main St and SR
lane removal
322/Boal Ave
Circulation issues; church pays for traffic control on Sundays;
parishioners cut through neighborhoods to avoid intersection; a signal
may be required
Intersection of SR 322/Boal Ave and Discovery Dr
Request for turning lane from Indian Hill Road to Linden Hall Road;
on current LRTP
SR 45 and Indian Hill

Safety

4 Gregg Twp

Crash area for no obvious reason
Poor sight distance; passing zone; difficult to see intersection at
night; speeding; rear end collisions

338 Harris Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Turning movement conflicts

Intersection of SR 45 and Rockey Ridge/Willowbrook

379 Howard Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Passing zone and turning movement conflicts

384 Howard Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

425 Miles Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

439 Milesburg

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

441 Milesburg

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

809 Millheim

Conflicts-Hazards

811 Millheim

Conflicts-Hazards

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Analyze

Safety

Analyze

Safety

Analyze

Safety

Analyze

Safety

Analyze

Safety

Analyze

SR 150 at Twin Kiss

Safety

Analyze

Crash area

Intersection of Confer Hollow and SR 150

Safety

Analyze

Crash area; curves; embankments; trucks; narrow lanes
High traffic volumes; multiple conflicts regarding access to
businesses

SR 477

Safety

Analyze

SR 144 Corridor through Milesburg Borough

Safety

Analyze

Safety

Analyze

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; high traffic volumes, etc.
SR 144 at Millers Hoagies
Speeding, poor sight distance; crash area; school bus stop at base of
hill; multiple driveways
SR 45 curve

Safety

Analyze

Signals/Signage

Signals need replacement; challenges regarding code compliancy

Safety

Analyze

Intersection of SR 45 and SR 445
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FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

IssueDescr

Location

Goals

Potential_Action

463 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Turning movement conflicts; uneven pavement; CATA delays

Intersection of Atherton St and Colonnade Way

Safety

Analyze

464 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; unsafe crossing

Intersection of Atherton St and Vairo Blvd

Safety

Analyze

469 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

High traffic volume; possible complete street opportunity

Toftrees Ave

Safety

Analyze

509 Penn Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

SR 45 at Millheim Small Engine

Safety

Analyze

515 Penn Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of SR 45 and Smithtown

Safety

Analyze

517 Penn Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Bike/Ped

SR 45

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

520 Penn Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Bike/Ped

Penns Creek Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

519 Penn Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Bike/Ped

Long Lane

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

518 Penn Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Bike/Ped

Crash area; multiple user conflicts; road rage
Poor sight distance; rolling topography; speeding; user conflicts;
turning movements; crash area
Existing bike corridor; speed variations; multiple user conflicts (farm
equipment, buggies, scooters, etc.); visibility concerns re school
children
Existing bike corridor; speed variations; multiple user conflicts (farm
equipment, buggies, scooters, etc.); visibility concerns re school
children
Existing bike corridor; speed variations; multiple user conflicts (farm
equipment, buggies, scooters, etc.); visibility concerns re school
children
Existing bike corridor; speed variations; multiple user conflicts (farm
equipment, buggies, scooters, etc.); visibility concerns re school
children

Paradise Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

554 Port Matilda

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

SR 3017/Beckwith Rd

Safety

Analyze

669 Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Bad curve behind Borough building; near miss ped fatality
Motorists run red lights; heavy truck traffic; trucks damage corners
and guiderails; trucks make illegal left turn onto Harrison

Intersection of SR 26/College Ave and Harrison Rd

Safety

Analyze

676 Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; angle of intersection; crash area

Intersection of SR 144 and Allegheny St

Safety

Analyze

679 Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Turning movements; motorists run red light

Intersection of SR 150/Water St and SR 550/High St

Safety

Analyze

858 Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Jacksonville Rd "S" Curves

Safety

Analyze

798 State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

University Dr near Nimitz Ave

Safety

Analyze

799 State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Waupelani Dr Corridor

Safety

Analyze

740 Walker Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; narrow; guiderail; stream
Awkward island on a cruve creates high crash area; delineators and
mailboxes have been damaged
High traffic volume; mid block crossing issues; development
pressures along corridor
Passing zone near Snydertown causes conflicts for traffic pulling out
onto 64

SR 64

Safety

Analyze

State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Bike/Ped

Innovation Park bike path

Analyze

Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Signals/Signage

Conflicts at culvert on bike path out to Innovation Park
Turning lane challenges; change left turn signal at Bellefonte Weis
and eliminate right turn red arrow

Bellefonte Weis

Analyze

Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of SR 150/Benner Pike and Rishel Hill Rd

Analyze

State College

NextStep

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Left turn challenges
Drivers use CATA pull off as a right turning lane; right hook issues
with drivers

61 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Signals/Signage and Bike/Ped

Unsafe ped crossing; signals are poorly timed

Intersection of SR 150/Water St and SR 550/High St

78 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing; multiple emergency responses for ped incidents

Intersection of SR 144/Allegheny St and SR 550/High St Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

207 College Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Shiloh Rd and Benner Pike

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

465 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Atherton St and Vairo Blvd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

472 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Toftrees Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

473 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing at Rail Trail

Toftrees Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

470 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Other

Unsafe crossing at Golf Cart Crossing 1

Toftrees Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

471 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Other

Unsafe crossing at Golf Cart Crossing 2

Toftrees Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

484 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Intersection of Grays Woods Blvd and Meeks Lane

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

489 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Intersection of Park Lane and Devonshire Dr

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

491 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Intersection of Park Lane and Park Forest Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

490 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Intersection of Park Lane and Sierra Lane

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

805 State College

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Corl St and Osmond St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

806 State College

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing
Unsafe bike/ped crossing; motorists speeding and disregard stop
sign
Unsafe bike/ped crossing; motorists speeding and disregard stop
sign
Unsafe bike/ped crossing; motorists speeding and disregard stop
sign
Unsafe school crossings; lots of ped traffic; need to increase
crosswalk presence and improve sight distance; identify alternative
circulation patterns to prevent traffic back-ups
Unsafe crossing; lacking connectivity between Radio Park Elementary
School and Tudek Park

Blue Course Dr

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Hastings Rd and SR 3022/University Dr

Analyze
Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Intersection/Signal Study
Conduct a design analysis/schematic to improve
safety through streetscape improvements
Support and supplement the implementation of
College Township’s Sidewalk Master Plan

Analyze
Analyze
Analyze

2 of 5

Table C. Issues listed as Analyze

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments
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Location

Bike/Ped

IssueDescr
Unsafe crossing on College Ave near Burrowes St to get to CATA
bus stop

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance

SR 150/Water Street and SR 144/Linn Street

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance pulling out into congested corridor

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

114 Boggs Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

123 Boggs Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance

Intersection of SR 150/Water St and SR 550/High St
Intersection of SR 4007/Moose Run Rd and SR
4007/Thomas Hill Rd
Intersection of SR 4007/Thomas Hill Rd and SR
144/Runville Rd

164 Centre Hall

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Dollar General Driveway at SR 144/Pennsylvania Ave

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

0 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance
Poor sight distance because of embankment; low point; wide throat;
crash area

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

1 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; not aligned with Kline Rd across SR 45

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

21 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

9 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance looking east
Poor sight distance over-vertical with embankments impedes line of
sight

15 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance

442 Milesburg

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; multiple conflicts with driveways

Intersection of Ridge Rd and SR 192/Brush Valley Rd
Intersection Shook Hollow Rd/Kline Rd and SR
45/Penns Valley Rd
Intersection of SR 2007/Brush Mountain Rd and and SR
192/Brush Valley Rd
Intersection of Harter Rd and SR 2010/Upper Georges
Valley Rd
Intersection of Grenoble Rd and SR 192/Brush Valley
Rd
Intersection of SR 144, Commercial St/Market St, and
Mill St

Safety

Analyze

479 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance

Intersection of Scotia Rd and Circleville Rd

Safety

Analyze

483 Patton Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; curves

Intersection of Grays Woods Blvd and Meeks Lane

Safety

Analyze

634 Snow Shoe

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance over vertical

Intersection of SR 144 and Eighth St

Safety

Analyze

674 Spring Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance

Intersection of SR 550/Water St and Myrtle St

Safety

Analyze

725 Unionville

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of Chestnut St and Alt 220

Safety

Analyze

726 Unionville

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance
Poor sight distance; awkward intersection requiring an over the
shoulder look on an angle to pull out into traffic

Intersection of Alt 220 and SR 504

Safety

Analyze

755 Worth Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of SR 322 ramp and Audrey Hollow

Safety

Analyze

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

63 Bellefonte

FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

57 Bellefonte
60 Bellefonte

College Twp

Goals

Potential_Action

SR 26/College Ave

NextStep
Analyze

Safety

Analyze

Safety

Analyze

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Analyze

Bike/Ped

Turn is on top of merge lane; no turning lane; blind spot
Poor sight distance on Allen St around Hamilton St and other cross
streets

Allen St

Connectivity

Highway/Intersection

New and expanded land uses generate congestion

SR 550/Bishop St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

147 Boggs Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking crosswalk; needed for connection between schools

SR 144/Alt 220, between Wingate Elem and BEAHS

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

176 Centre Hall

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking ped connectivity

Wall along SR 144

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

418 Marion Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor; narrow width; no shoulder

SR 26

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

435 Miles Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Exising bike corridor; poor shoulder conditions

SR 192

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

436 Miles Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Exising bike corridor; poor shoulder conditions

SR 445

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

827 Millheim

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalk connectivity

SR 445

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

828 Millheim

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalk connectivity to Burkholders

SR 45 between Borough and Burkholders

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

475 Patton Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalk connectivity; left turn drop issues

Waddle Rd Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

481 Patton Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalk connectivity; no shoulder; lots of ped traffic

Toftrees Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

Meeks Lane Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

Circleville to Grays Woods Blvd to Meeks Lane

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

State College

Analyze
Intersection/Signal Study
Identify traffic calming options for safer multimodal transport and circulation
Conduct a design analysis/schematic to improve
safety through streetscape improvements

Analyze
Analyze
Analyze

485 Patton Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped connectivity

486 Patton Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped connectivity

570 Port Matilda

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Request for shared use path or shoulder widening on Beckwith Road Beckwith Rd curve

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

645 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Request for crosswalk

SR 4002/Moshannon Ave to Post Office

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

650 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

SR 144 between Fed Ex/School/Park and Pool

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

654 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Request for crosswalk
Request for crosswalk; wall built over sidewalk and severed
connection between SR 4002 and SR 144

SR 4002 at car wash/SR 144

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

668 Snow Shoe Twp Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking ped connectivity between school, camping, and park facilities SR 144 crossing Sycamore St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

688 Spring Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped connectivity to BASD

BASD

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

692 Spring Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Request for sidewalk extension

SR 26/College Ave in Pleasant Gap

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS
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Table C. Issues listed as Analyze

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

Location

Goals

Bike/Ped

IssueDescr
Request for maintenance and extension along Main Street; not ADA
accessible

SR 144/Main St in Pleasant Gap

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike connectivity to campus

Campus to downtown/surrounding areas

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Easterly Pkwy

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike connectivity between Lederer Park and school
Lacking bike connectivity to Whitehall; Orchard Park path needs
maintenance

Blue Course Dr

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

SR 4004/Bush Hollow Rd Corridor

FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

691 Spring Twp

Connectivity

789 State College
803 State College
804 State College

Potential_Action

NextStep

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor with safety concerns

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

720 Unionville

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking ped infrastructure; high traffic speed

SR 504/Rattlesnake Pike/Allegheny St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

585 Potter Twp

Drainage

Bridge

Flooding/ponding; temporary closure occured once this year

Red Mill Rd Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Erosion along College Ave approaching Houserville Rd

SR 26/College Ave

833 Bellefonte

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition

Gum Stump Bridge (not in Bellefonte)

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

134 Boggs Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition

Wallace Run Rd and Wallace Run

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Bridge Bundle

Analyze

125 Boggs Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition

SR 1003/Curtin Rd and Bald Eagle Creek

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Bridge Bundle

Analyze

194 College Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition

Brush Valley Rd Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Bridge Bundle

Analyze

195 College Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Linden Hall Rd Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Fiedler Rd Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Bridge Bundle
Drainage options/Conservation District
involvement

Analyze

288 Haines Twp

Poor condition
Poor condition; looking for low cost solution; rechannel to eliminate
bridge (?)/preservation and relocation of channel

289 Haines Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Fiedler Rd Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

839 Howard

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Repeat; poor condition, etc.
Poor condition; adjacent reservoir-deactivated; stream bank
restoration opportunity

SR 26/Lick Run Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

367 Howard

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition; structural issues

Mill St Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

443 Milesburg

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition; deck is deteriorating; single access

Commercial St Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

445 Milesburg

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition; under 20 ft

Railroad St Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

446 Milesburg

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition; under 20 ft

Front St Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

815 Millheim

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition

Park Rd Bridge over Elk Creek

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

819 Millheim

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition

Mill St Bridge over Mill Race

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

600 Rush Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Casanova Rd over Black Bear Run

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

696 Taylor Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition
Poor condition; temporary access could be given to homes via I-99
during construction

Hannah Rd Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

702 Taylor Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition

Stahls Lane Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

47 Union Twp

College Twp

Analyze
Analyze

Analyze

33 Union Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Needs wearing course; needs guiderail; scour hole needs repair

Unionville Pike Bridge

Safety

Analyze

737 Walker Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Fooding; looking into long term replacement and widening

Hoy Rd Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

89 Benner Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Rock Rd

Condition

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Analyze

91 Benner Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Fillmore Rd

Condition

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Analyze

84 Benner Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Condition

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Liquid Fuels eligible projects
Sub Committee Project to discuss options with
cost benefit analysis

Analyze

101 Benner Twp

Poor pavement conditions
Seibert Rd
Potential for future rock slide; excessive rain opened everything back
up but fixed for now
Purdue Mountain Rd

128 Boggs Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Needs major work

Condition

Corridor Study

Analyze

16 Gregg Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Analyze

19 Gregg Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Condition

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Analyze

17 Gregg Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; poor pavement conditions, narrow, etc.
Lower Georges Valley Rd
Poor pavement conditions; crown prevents snow removal from center
to edge; wheel ruts in winter
Bitner Hollow Rd
Poor pavement conditions; original roadbed; narrow width; heavy truck
traffic from grain operation
Lower Georges Valley Rd

Curtin Hollow Rd

Condition

Analyze

Analyze
PennDOT Maintenance to address these issues
during next scheduled pavement project

274 Gregg Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

SR 2005/Long St

Condition

23 Gregg Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Economic/Freight Corridor

Repeat; poor pavement conditions, narrow, etc.

Lower Georges Valley Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Analyze

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

No turning radius; property damage from trucks unable to make turn

Intersection of SR 192 and SR 880

Safety

Analyze

56 Bellefonte

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Repeat

SR 550 Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Sub Committee Project to discuss options for SR
150/SR 550 corridors and intersections

Analyze

83 Benner Twp

Congestion

Signals/Signage

Signal retiming needed

SR 150/Benner Pike Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Evaluate and adjust signal timing

Analyze

422 Miles Twp

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Analyze
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FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

IssueDescr

Location

Goals

Potential_Action

NextStep

113 Boggs Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

I-80 incidents (?)

Runville Rd, from Wingate to Twp Bldg

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

182 College Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

AM peak; back ups on 322 to Park Ave; right turns stack on shoulder
of off ramp
SR 322 eastbound

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

183 College Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

PM peak; back ups on 322 go to SR 26 into travel lanes

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

257 Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Eastbound very difficult during peak hours

SR 322 westbound
Bachman Lane to Valley Vista Dr, Science Park Rd
Corridor

Intersection/Signal Study
Sub Committee Project to discuss options for
322/College Avenue intersections and adjacent
corridors
Sub Committee Project to discuss options for
322/College Avenue intersections and adjacent
corridors

Safety

Corridor Study

Analyze

218 Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Upgrade based on future development of Patton Crossing and
Halfmoon Twp developments

Atherton St Corridor

Economic/Freight Corridor

Sub Committee Project to discuss options for
Atherton corridor/intersections/potential expansion Analyze

259 Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Economic/Freight Corridor

Science Park Rd Corridor

Economic/Freight Corridor

Analyze

219 Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; turning movements, business expansion, etc.
Seems to run all day; multiple intersections; turning movements;
business expansion

Science Park Rd Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

255 Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; turning movements, business expansion, etc.

Science Park Rd Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

245 Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Intersections and new development

Blue Course Dr Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

536 Philipsburg

Congestion

Signals/Signage

Signal location; truck turning radius

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Analyze

Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

SR 504/Presque Isle St
Intersection of Sandy Dr and Valley Vista/Science Park
Rd

State College

Congestion

Transit

State College

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Heavy traffic; difficult to get out of Sandy Dr during PM peak
Turning movements for buses block lanes from Park Ave to Atherton
St
Intersection of Curtin Rd and Bigler Rd
Extend White Course Dr to Blue Course Dr to siphon traffic from
Atherton St and College Ave
White Course Dr

Operations

Signals/Signage

Signal timing

SR 550/Water St and SR 150/Willowbank St
Intersection of SR 144 and SR 192/Church St

53 Bellefonte

Corridor Study

Analyze

Analyze

Analyze

Analyze
Analyze
Analyze
Safety

Analyze

161 Centre Hall

Operations

Signals/Signage

Request for left turn arrow needed coming off CH Mountain

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

220 Ferguson Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Blue Course Dr between Bristol Ave and SC Boro line

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Corridor Study

569 Port Matilda

Operations

Bike/Ped

SR 3040/Plank Rd to Firehall and Baptist Church

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

Intersection of SR 879/Pine Glen Rd/Askey Rd and SR
144/Spruce Rd

Safety

Analyze

I-80 from Exit 133 to Exit 158

Analyze

SR 26/College Ave Corridor from High St to Buckhout St Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Analyze

Operations

Highway/Intersection

Signal timing
Request for crosswalk at Fire Hall for peds to park at church and
cross
Poorly marked; wide approach; unmarked stop bars; motorists don't
stop/stop in middle of intersection; vertical alignment causes vehicles
to go airborn
Need ITS applications on I-80 from Exit 133 Philipsburg to Exit
158/Milesburg

Other

Bike/Ped

Poor circulation; request for study

26 Snow Shoe Twp Operations
Rush Twp
786 State College

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS
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Potential_Action
Sub Committee Project to discuss options for SR
150/SR 550 corridors and intersections

NextStep

105 Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Connection issues; difficult intersections

Intersection of SR 150 and SR 550 (Not in Benner)

Safety

95 Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

No information

Intersection of W College Ave and Robinson Lane

Safety

Acknowledge

96 Benner Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Noted as bad

Intersection of Main Street and Robinson Lane

Safety

Acknowledge

185 College Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Slip lane not being used properly; stopping

Intersection of Benner Pike and Shiloh Rd

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Acknowledge

193 College Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

No information

Intersection of Linden Hall at Oak Hall

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Acknowledge

242 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of Blue Course and Westerly Parkway

Safety

Acknowledge

224 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Bike/Ped

Future development; intersection safety
Opportunity to incorporate safety projects from Northland Area
Mobility Study into LRTP

278 Gregg Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Economic/Freight Corridor

Horses

284 Haines Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

310 Halfmoon Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Various conflicts
Circulation issues; sight distance has improved with porch removal of
adjacent residence
Houtz Lane

Safety

Acknowledge

370 Howard

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

No information

Intersection of Hillcrest St and SR 26

Safety

Acknowledge

22 Millheim

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Various issues

SR 45 Corridor

Safety

Acknowledge

Presque Isle St Corridor

Atherton St, Martin St, and Blue Course Dr

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

SR 2008/Sinking Creek Rd
Mountain section of SR 45 into Union County (Out of
County)

Economic/Freight Corridor
Safety

Acknowledge
Support and supplement the recommendations in
the Northland Area Mobility Study

Acknowledge
Acknowledge

Corridor Study

Acknowledge

537 Philipsburg

Conflicts-Hazards

Signals/Signage

Motorists disregard first signal and look past to second signal

Safety

Acknowledge

31 Philipsburg

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Multimodal conflict Intersection of Presqueisle St and RR

Presqueisle St and RR tracks

Safety

Acknowledge

564 Port Matilda

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

No information

Intersection of Main St and SR 3040/Plank Rd

Safety

Acknowledge

575 Potter Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

No information

Intersection of SR 322 and Dogtown Rd

Safety

Acknowledge

581 Potter Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Buggy traffic

SR 192

Safety

Acknowledge

579 Potter Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Fatalities have occured; removed passing zone

Intersection of SR 144 and Bible Rd

Safety

Acknowledge

589 Rush Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Multiple issues

Casanova Rd

Safety

Acknowledge

596 Rush Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

No information

Intersection of SR 350 and Sleepy Hollow Rd

Safety

Acknowledge

609 Rush Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

No information

Spike Island Rd

Safety

Acknowledge

782 State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Various issues

Intersection of College Ave and Atherton St

Safety

Acknowledge

783 State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Various issues

Intersection of Beaver Ave and Atherton St

Safety

Acknowledge

723 Unionville

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Rear end accident

Alt 220 through Unionville Borough

Safety

Acknowledge

Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Congestion; conflicts; multiple turning movements

Acknowledge

State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Conflicts; mulitple turning movements

Intersection of SR 150 and Phoenix Ave
Intersection of Fischer Rd and Park Ave at Nittany Lion
Inn

State College

Conflicts-Hazards

Bike/Ped

Pedestrian impacts

Intersection of Dauer Rd and SR 3022/University Dr

Acknowledge

843 Rush Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Crossing Centre St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

35 Union Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; not a "T" intersection

SR 53/Centre St
Intersection of Alt 220/Union St and SR 504/Allegheny
St

Safety

Acknowledge

112 Boggs Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 150/Eagle Valley Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

174 Centre Hall

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 192 Route G

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

175 Centre Hall

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 2006/Linden Hall Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

Acknowledge

859 College Twp

Connectivity

UAJA easement; opportunity for future

UAJA easement

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Support and supplement the implementation of
College Township’s Sidewalk Master Plan

281 Gregg Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 192/Brush Valley Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Corridor Study

295 Haines Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor; not heavily used

SR 45

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

296 Haines Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor; not heavily used

Cemetery Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

319 Halfmoon Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Smith Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

Marengo Rd

Acknowledge
Acknowledge

316 Halfmoon Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

381 Howard Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 150

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

389 Huston Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Julian Pike Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

396 Liberty Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Repeat; existing bike corridor

SR 150

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

398 Liberty Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Marsh Creek Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

420 Marion Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing trailhead for bike trips

Marion Twp Bldg parking lot

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge
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459 Milesburg

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Rattlesnake Pike

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

458 Milesburg

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Unionville Pike

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

457 Milesburg

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 144

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

812 Millheim

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Request for crosswalk; Borough is installing thermoplastic crosswalk Intersection of SR 45 and SR 445

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

825 Millheim

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 45

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

826 Millheim

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 445

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

586 Potter Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor; buggy traffic

Manor Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

587 Potter Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor; buggy traffic

Middle Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

620 Rush Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Black Moshannon

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

592 Rush Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Casanova Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

603 Rush Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Coaldale Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

626 Rush Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Dike Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

625 Rush Twp

Connectivity

Rail

Existing bike corridor; railroad corridor is owned by Twp

RR

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

655 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing ped corridor

Park Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

656 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing ped corridor

Sunset Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

667 Snow Shoe Twp Connectivity

Bike/Ped

SR 4002/Clarence Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

690 Spring Twp

Connectivity

Rail

Existing bike corridor from Snow Shoe to Clarence
Request for improved rail connectivity; Coleville; Graymont to State
College

Coleville/Graymont

Public Transportation

Acknowledge

707 Taylor Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

South Mountain Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

717 Union Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Bush Hollow

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

716 Union Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 504/Rattlesnake Pike

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

715 Union Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

Unionville Pike

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

760 Worth Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike/ped corridor

Reese Hollow Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

Existing bike corridor

Old 220/Bald Eagle Valley Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

761 Worth Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

State College

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

State College

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

341 Harris Twp

Drainage

400 Liberty Twp

SR 26/East College Ave

Acknowledge

Bike lanes (?)

SR 3007/Park Ave east of Porter Rd

Acknowledge

Highway/Intersection

Sinkhole is starting to form; twp addressed it (?)

Torrey Lane

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

Drainage

Other

Flooding/ponding (outside of Centre County)

Village of Beech Creek

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

449 Milesburg

Drainage

Other

Concrete drainage in Boggs Township

Drainage for Milesburg Borough

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

452 Milesburg

Drainage

Other

Spring Creek gets muddy; caused flood event in 2004

Confluence of Spring Creek and Bald Eagle Creeks

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

Medical Center Dr

618 Rush Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Development is generating additional runoff

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

636 Snow Shoe

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

No information

SR 4002/Clarence Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

687 Spring Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Culvert was concrete sealed

Blanchard St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

433 Miles Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Good condition (?)

Fox Gap Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

432 Miles Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Good condition (?)

Brown Rd Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

818 Millheim

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Plum St Bridge over Mill Race

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

683 Spring Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Epply White Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

684 Spring Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Coleville Rd Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

201 College Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Closed
Technically closed; bridge inspection recommends painting it; reports
nitpick and don't use common sense
Inspection report recommends cleaning out under bridge; no
indication how to do that with low height clearance; scheduled for
repairs but was inspected again anyways
50 miles and a couple gravel roads/portions of Big Hollow; good
schedule; prioritized every year

Big Hollow Rd

Condition

Pavement rotation cycle

Acknowledge

20 Gregg Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions; mud; 2019 plan to redo by Gregg

Gingrich Gap Rd

Condition

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Acknowledge

276 Gregg Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Economic/Freight Corridor

Big grain operation; brings tractor trailers

Harter Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

597 Rush Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Narrow width; school bus route

Sleepy Hollow Rd

Safety

Acknowledge

598 Rush Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Narrow width

Shadylane Dr

Safety

Acknowledge
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Dale Rd

Safety

Acknowledge

Highway/Intersection

Narrow width
Poor pavement conditions; being closed permanently as part of
intersection improvement

Cemetery Lane

Condition

Acknowledge

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Impacts of new development

Intersection of Blue Course Dr and Whitehall Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

332 Harris Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Impacts of peak hours and events

SR 322

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

474 Patton Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

No information

Waddle Rd

Safety

Acknowledge

466 Patton Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

New developments; pedestrians

Vairo Blvd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

476 Patton Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

No information

Waddle Rd Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

508 Penn Twp

Congestion

Economic/Freight Corridor

Intersections and conflicts

SR 45/Penns Valley Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

539 Philipsburg

Congestion

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

SR 350

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

534 Philipsburg

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Repeat

SR 350

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

546 Philipsburg

Congestion

Signals/Signage

No information

SR 350/Centre St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

583 Potter Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Speed limit; re-route traffic due to vehicle event

SR 45

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

616 Rush Twp

Congestion

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

SR 322

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

615 Rush Twp

Congestion

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

SR 53

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

593 Rush Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

No information

SR 350

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

612 Rush Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

No information

SR 322

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

613 Rush Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

No information

SR 53 and others

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

635 Snow Shoe

Congestion

Economic/Freight Corridor

Truck traffic

Snow Shoe Refactory

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

771 State College

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Capacity limitations; alternative routes are limited or nonexistent

Atherton St Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

793 State College

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Road cannot not handle demand

SR 26/Beaver Ave Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Acknowledge

718 Unionville

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Acknowledge

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Stacking between stop signs
Unionville Pike
Park Ave center turn lane conversion to dedicated turn east driveway
entrance at Office of the Physical Plant (OPP)
Driveway entrance at OPP

162 Centre Hall

Operations

Signals/Signage

Fair traffic routed to the offfice and not gates; GPS issue

Grange Fair Office

Economic/Freight Corridor

311 Halfmoon Twp

Operations

Highway/Intersection

Blinking light permitted?

Intersection of SR 550 and Houtz Lane

Safety

Acknowledge

533 Philipsburg

Operations

Highway/Intersection

Closure issues; divert traffic through Borough

SR 350

Safety

Acknowledge

27 Snow Shoe Twp Operations

Highway/Intersection

Speed was reduced to 25 MPH due to one person complaint (?)

Old Side Rd

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Needs improvements after bridges are widened

SR 26/Jacksonville Rd

Condition

Acknowledge

93 Benner Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Freight hub

Fed Ex Shipping Center

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

94 Benner Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Freight/emergency management hub

Robinson Lane

Economic/Freight Corridor

606 Rush Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

736 Walker Twp

Asset Condition/Road

267 Ferguson Twp

State College

401 Marion Twp

137 Boggs Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

138 Boggs Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Signals/Signage

168 Centre Hall

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

237 Ferguson Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

260 Ferguson Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

271 Gregg Twp

Freight location
Beverage Plant
No signage for trucks to Coke plant causes confusion because Coke
plant has a Howard mailing address
Beverage Plant

Intersection/Signal Study

Acknowledge

Acknowledge
Intersection/Signal Study

Acknowledge

Acknowledge

Acknowledge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Maintenance agreement with industry/business
that generates excessive freight traffic

Acknowledge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Install Directional Signage

Acknowledge

Church Street/Brush Valley Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Truck Corridor to Greenhouse and Farms
Railroad underpass at Spruce Creek is a limiting factor of freight
transport

Spruce Creek RR and SR 45

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Ag equipment corridor

Whitehall Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Heavy trucks; grain bins

Middle Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

291 Haines Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Fright location

Quarry/Con Stone Way

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

292 Haines Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Freight location; Amish Sawmill

Eli Dr, off of Bower Hollow

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

290 Haines Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Farmall Rd at top of hill

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

323 Halfmoon Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Freight location; Amish Sawmill
Ag truck traffic from grain haulers in Ferguson Township going to
ethanol plant in Clearfield; from Woskob and Campbell farms in
Ferguson

Beckwith Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

322 Halfmoon Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Milk trucks pick up at Weaver Farm on Huntingdon Co.

Loveville Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

368 Howard

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Cabinet manufacturing

Spearing St

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge
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383 Howard Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Gravel Point Sawmill; log trucks

Gravel Point Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

447 Milesburg

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Truck traffic; truck hit truss bridge

SR 144

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

661 Snow Shoe Twp Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Log trucks

SR 144

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

703 Taylor Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

706 Taylor Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Trucks access Reese's sawmill and pallet operation
Stahl Lane/Stahl Lane Ext
Trucks go to St. Joseph's; motor coaches go to the Lodge; trucks go
to Paul Brown's sawmill
South Mountain Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

713 Union Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Lacking milk truck access to west end

Ammerman (western portion)

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

714 Union Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Hog farming

Halls Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

46 Union Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Blazer enterprises siding could generate truck traffic

Sycamore

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

727 Unionville

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Log trucks; Marcellus Shale traffic

Alt 220

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

728 Unionville

Freight Use/Challenge

Economic/Freight Corridor

Log trucks

SR 504

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

757 Worth Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

Highway/Intersection

Trucks get stuck and cannot turn around
Trucks miss on-ramp traveling from Port Matilda and turn around in
residential drives

Beckwith Rd

Safety

Highway/Intersection

SR 322

Acknowledge
Municipality request for better signage/pavement
markings and lighting in this location

756 Worth Twp

Freight Use/Challenge

769

Other

240 Ferguson Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

Underutilized/vacant sites adjacent to Blue Course

Intersection of Blue Course Dr and Atherton

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

243 Ferguson Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

Development

Westerly and Blue Course Dr

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

277 Gregg Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Ridge Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

314 Halfmoon Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Marengo Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

386 Huston Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Old 220

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

423 Miles Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

SR 192

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

424 Miles Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

SR 477

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

820 Millheim

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

SR 45

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

821 Millheim

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

SR 445

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

499 Patton Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Waddle Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

497 Patton Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Vairo Blvd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

498 Patton Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Colonnade Way

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

510 Penn Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Paradise Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

514 Penn Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Penns Creek Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

511 Penn Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Big Oak Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

540 Philipsburg

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

SR 322

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

Pine St Corridor

Safety

Acknowledge
Acknowledge

548 Philipsburg

Other

Bike/Ped

Best access as a corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Acknowledge

614 Rush Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Centre St

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

844 Snow Shoe

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Freight Destination

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

659 Snow Shoe Twp Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Fed Ex

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

660 Snow Shoe Twp Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Snow Shoe Refactories

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

748 Walker Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

Forest Ave

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge

749 Walker Twp

Other

Economic/Freight Corridor

No information

GOH to I-80

Economic/Freight Corridor

Acknowledge
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Table E. Issues listed as Refer to Agency
FID

Municipali

IssueType

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments
Mode

IssueDescr

Location

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
Goals

Potential_Action

NextStep

838 Harris Twp

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for a Park and Ride location

Blue Springs Park

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

657 Snow Shoe

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for van pool for corrections officers

IGA parking lot

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

767 State College

Congestion

Transit

Causing bottlenecks; need bus pull off and added capacity

Atherton St and Logan/Pizza Hut

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

768 State College

Congestion

Transit

Causing bottlenecks; need bus pull off and added capacity

Atherton St and Pugh Street/Dunkin Donut

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

857 State College

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

College Ave in front of University Club

Public Transportation

Transit

Bottlenecks from existing CATA stop
Lacking direct route from Bellefonte to State College; desire for rail
line or express service

Downtown Bellefonte Borough

68 Bellefonte

Connectivity

Bellefonte to State College

Refer to CATA

Public Transportation

Trial service with dedicated line, downtown Bellefonte to
downtown State College

Refer to CATA
Refer to CATA

69 Bellefonte

Connectivity

Transit

Request for Inner City Bus Loop to service downtown

Public Transportation

Trial loop bus service to designated destinations

71 Bellefonte

Connectivity

Transit

Request for Inner City Bus Loop to service Willowbank

Willowbank Building

Public Transportation

Trial loop bus service to designated destinations

Refer to CATA

72 Bellefonte

Connectivity

Transit

Courthouse

Public Transportation

Trial loop bus service to designated destinations

Refer to CATA

Waterfront

Public Transportation

Trial loop bus service to designated destinations

Refer to CATA

County Jail

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA
Refer to CATA

70 Bellefonte

Connectivity

Transit

Request for Inner City Bus Loop to service the courthouse
Request for Inner City Bus Loop to service future waterfront
development

829 Benner Twp

Connectivity

Transit

Request for transit service to county jail

830 Benner Twp

Connectivity

Transit

Request for transit service to Graystone

Graystone

Public Transportation

79 Benner Twp

Connectivity

Transit

Lacking transit service to Health South

Health South

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA
Identify alternative service models to increase transit service
to Milesburg

150 Boggs Twp

Connectivity

Transit

Lacking transit service for morning/evening commute or park and ride Milesburg Borough

Public Transportation

159 Burnside Twp

Connectivity

Transit

Lacking transit services; desire for Park and Ride

Snow Shoe Boro

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

179 Centre Hall

Connectivity

Transit

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

358 Harris Twp

Connectivity

Transit

Lacking transit services; request for Park and Ride
Centre Hall Boro
Request for extended route to Blue Springs Park and further west on
Main Street
Main St

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

493 Patton Twp

Connectivity

Transit

Request for increased service

Park Forest

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

494 Patton Twp

Connectivity

Transit

Request for express service

Atherton St Corridor

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

802 State College

Connectivity

Transit

Lacking facilities

Waupalani Dr Corridor

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

359 Harris Twp

Other

Transit

Public transit parking on Church Street

Church St

Public Transportation

Refer to CATA

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Upper Gyp Road Bridge

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

PennDOT Maintenance evaluate and improve drainage with
next SR 550 project

Refer to D2 maintenance

849 Haines Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Single lane bridge; water tops it
Scheduled to be paved; twp heard it was a 6-ft widening; trees in
ROW; potholes need attention

SR 2018/Pine Creek Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

PENNDOT Maintenance to include in next paving project

Refer to D2 maintenance

412 Marion Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement condition; paved with millings

SR 1010/Jacksonville Rd

Condition

Refer to D2 maintenance

813 Millheim

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

SR 2011/Penn Street

Condition

Refer to D2 maintenance

633 Snow Shoe

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

SR 144

Condition

Refer to D2 maintenance

670 Spring Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Narrow width; hill; curves

SR 144 near Centre Hall Mountain

Safety

Refer to D2 maintenance

745 Walker Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions; guiderails are falling off

SR 445

Condition

Refer to D2 maintenance

555 Port Matilda

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Refer to D2 maintenance

Safety

Refer to D2 maintenance

86 Benner Twp

38 Union Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Equipment/Structures

Hairpin turn; icy road conditions
SR 3017/Beckwith Rd
FEMA pipe construction during post-flood event resulted in drop-offs
and steep banks; needs guiderail
SR 4004/Bush Hollow Rd

712 Union Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Passing zone near Wingate causes safety issues

404 Marion Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; vegetation

Refer to CATA

Alt 220
Safety
Intersection of SR 26/Jacksonville Rd and Hubler Ridge
Rd
Safety
SR 550/Buffalo Run Rd, from Rock Rd to Benner Twp
Bldg
Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

PennDOT Maintenance evaluate and improve drainage with
next SR 550 project

Refer to D2 maintenance

Drainage options/Conservation District involvement

Refer to D2 maintenance

Refer to D2 maintenance
Refer to D2 maintenance

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

No information

119 Boggs Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Creek hollow drainage issues

SR 4007/Moose Run Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

157 Burnside Twp

Drainage

Economic/Freight Corridor

Lack of grading; washouts are deep

SR 144 (Mapped on SR 879?)

Economic/Freight Corridor

Refer to D2 maintenance

166 Centre Hall

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Sinkhole; flooding/ponding; catch basin runs to sinkhole

SR 144/Pennsylvania Ave near Lutheran Church

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

170 Centre Hall

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Sinkhole

Cherry Alley and SR 144/Pennsylvania Ave

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

85 Benner Twp

187 College Twp

Drainage

Other

Sinkhole

Giant on SR 26/College Ave and Benner Pike

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

186 College Twp

Drainage

Other

Sears on SR 26/College Ave and Benner Pike

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

855 Ferguson Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Sinkhole
Major run-off from mountain/alliviates flooding on SR 45 but causes
property and local road flooding

Pine Ridge subdivision on SR 45

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

275 Gregg Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

850 Haines Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Pipe outlet; no where for water to go
SR 2005/Long St
Culverts; openings right on edge road edge (Mountain Rd and Claars
property)
SR 2018/Pine Creek Rd

Refer to D2 maintenance
Conservation Dist involvement; Stormwater take off
calcs/strategies to absorb stormwater on site
Conservation Dist involvement; Stormwater take off
calcs/strategies to absorb stormwater on site

Refer to D2 maintenance
Refer to D2 maintenance
Refer to D2 maintenance

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

PennDOT Maintenance to address these issues during next
scheduled pavement project

Refer to D2 maintenance

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Drainage options/Conservation District involvement

Refer to D2 maintenance
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339 Harris Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Water sitting on roadway; ponding; ice in winter; worked with
PennDOT to build drainage ditch but still lots of water; also built
stone berm, problem still not solved

402 Marion Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

405 Marion Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

408 Marion Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

414 Marion Twp

Drainage

Intersection of SR 45 and Rockey Lane

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance
Refer to D2 maintenance

No information

SR 26 from Shay Lane to Village of Jacksonville
Drainage/Environ/Air Quality
Intersection of SR 26/Jacksonville Rd and Sandy Ridge
Drive
Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Flooding/ponding near KOA campground

SR 26/Jacksonville Rd near KOA campground

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Drainage issues at "s" curve

SR 1010/Hubler Ridge Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

SR 26/Jacksonville Rd near Killdeer

Refer to D2 maintenance

409 Marion Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Issues near Exit 161

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

410 Marion Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Undersized pipe; drainage off of I-80

SR 26/Jacksonville Rd and Coyote Lane/Winchester

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

411 Marion Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Under SR 1010

SR 1010/Jacksonville Rd near Gunpowder Lane

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

430 Miles Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Hydroplaning from ponding occurs at low point

Intersection of SR 445 and SR 192

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

814 Millheim

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

SR 2011/Penn St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

822 Millheim

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Stormwater grates get covered

SR 45

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

501 Patton Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

SR 550 near Hawbaker Industrial Dr

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

524 Penn Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Undersized pipe; water sheet flows across road

SR 2012/Penns Creek Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

522 Penn Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

523 Penn Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding
SR 2011/Penn St/Coburn Rd sharp curve
Flooding/ponding; road is lower than bridge; water flows over road to
divert bridge
SR 2011/Coburn Road

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

538 Philipsburg

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

100 year old pipe needs evaluated

SR 504/Presque Isle St between Fourth St and Fifth St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

560 Port Matilda

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Poor storm drain condition in curbed section

SR 3040/Plank Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

567 Port Matilda

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Catch basin

Intersection on SR 3040/Plank Rd and Main St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

580 Potter Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

SR 2010/Upper Georges Valley Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

SR 970/State St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

841 Rush Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Washouts

630 Rush Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

666 Snow Shoe Twp Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Inlet drain needs cleaned out

Intersection of Ninth St and SR 322/Railroad St
SR 144/High Plateau Scenic Byway near Memorial
plaque

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

686 Spring Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Drain inlets overflow

SR 26/College Ave Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

37 Union Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Existing culverts are undersized and overflow

SR 3030/Dix Run Rd (194 & 196)

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

41 Union Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Leaf build up; stream overflows and freezes creating ice all winter

Intersection of SR 220 and SR 4004/Bush Hollow Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

722 Unionville

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Springs along ridge; drainage

SR 504/Rattlesnake Pike

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

739 Walker Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Icy conditions

SR 64/Nittany Valley Dr near Burd Lane

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

741 Walker Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Icy conditions; drifting

SR 64 1500 block

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

742 Walker Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Ponding issues

SR 64 near Coder Lane

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

746 Walker Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Culvert pipes are collapsing

SR 445/Pike Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to D2 maintenance

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding; due to Potters Run flowing under road

SR 2010/Upper Georges Valley Rd

Maintenance

Equipment/Structures

Wall along SR 150

SR 150/Water St
Seven Mile Run (Mapped on SR 144/Ridge Rd?)

Condition

Potter Twp
50 Bellefonte

Refer to D2 maintenance
Condition

Refer to D2 maintenance

154 Burnside Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Vegetation overhangs roadway

Drainage options/Conservation District involvement

558 Port Matilda

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Shrubs need trimmed

Intersection of High St and Plank Rd (old bank corner)

Safety

Refer to D2 maintenance

556 Port Matilda

Maintenance

Equipment/Structures

Guiderail needs fixed

SR 3017/Beckwith Rd

Condition

Refer to D2 maintenance

672 Spring Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Pothole

SR 150/Benner Pike near Tractor Supply

Condition

Refer to D2 maintenance

778 State College

Maintenance

Bike/Ped

No winter maintenance

Atherton bike path

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to D2 maintenance

743 Walker Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Tree limbs along corridor

SR 64 Corridor

Condition

Refer to D2 maintenance

744 Walker Twp

Condition

Refer to D2 maintenance

Refer to D2 maintenance

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Tree limbs along corridor

SR 445 Corridor

State College

Maintenance

Bike/Ped

Crosswalk needs repainted

SR 3007/Park Ave

Refer to D2 maintenance

State College

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

SR 3022/University Dr between Park Ave and Curtin

Refer to D2 maintenance

407 Marion Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Debris; paint
Request for orange diamond pennants on speed limit signs
approaching Jacksonville Road/ I-80 on ramps

I-99 merge from 4 lane limited access to conflict area

Safety

Refer to D2 maintenance

427 Miles Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

No speed limit sign

SR 192 between Livonia and Union County line

Safety

Refer to D2 maintenance

426 Miles Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Request for larger signage

SR 477 Corridor

Safety

Refer to D2 maintenance

512 Penn Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Safety

Refer to D2 maintenance

751 Walker Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Sign post is overloaded and falls over
Intersection of SR 45 and Paradise Rd
School Bus Stop Ahead signs are needed along corridor, specifically
at Benner Road and and Zion Ridge Road
SR 64 Corridor

Safety

Refer to D2 maintenance

752 Walker Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Flashing lights are needed at both fire stations with existing signs

Safety

Refer to D2 maintenance

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

SR 64
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CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

360 Howard

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Request for trail on top of levee; many challenges e.g. permit
requirements, vegetation/maintenance

Levee

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to DCNR

824 Millheim

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Opportunity for trail along creek using public land

Elk Creek Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to DCNR

845 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Request for Rail Trail connection to Moshannon

Connection to Moshannon Rails to Trails

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to DCNR

124 Boggs Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding; logging and runoff from mountain

SR 144/Runville Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

135 Boggs Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Riprap and streambank stabilization

Wallace Run Rd along Creek

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

141 Boggs Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding; creeks back up into twp's drains and flood road

Bald Eagle Creek

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

142 Boggs Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to DEP
Work with DEP and Conservation District to identify solutions
to eliminate or reduce flooding
Refer to DEP
Work with DEP and Conservation District to identify solutions
to eliminate or reduce flooding
Refer to DEP
Work with DEP and Conservation District to identify solutions
to eliminate or reduce flooding
Refer to DEP

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to DEP

831 Boggs Twp

Drainage

Other

Flooding/ponding on roadways from Moose Run Creek
Moose Run Creek
Water runoff from mountain; development outside of Milesburg needs
drinage improvements
Bald Eagle Mountain

309 Halfmoon Twp

Drainage

Other

Potential for oil spill draining into inlet and Halfmoon Creek

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Halfmoon Valley Towing and on Houtz Lane

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Work with DEP and Conservation District to identify solutions
to eliminate or reduce flooding
Refer to DEP
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2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

Bike/Ped

IssueDescr
Location
Request to redesign downtown parking to accomodate safer and
more ped friendly circulation; potential solutions inc. angled parking
and traffic calming measures
Downtown Bellefonte
Request for Rail Trail connection; expensive and challenging rails to
trails conversion; connecting Williamsport to State College is ultimate
goal
Bellefonte to Milesburg Rail Trail

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike connectivity to Fisherman's Paradise

Fisherman's Paradise

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

74 Bellefonte

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike connectivity to N Thomas St

N Thomas St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

75 Bellefonte

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike connectivity to Governors Park

Governors Park

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

76 Bellefonte

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

BASD
SR 550 Bishop St/Zion Rd and Park View Heights
Neighborhood

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

64 Bellefonte

Lacking bike connectivity to BASD
Stormwater issues; water runs through Park View Heights
neighborhood

100 Benner Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Plowing is difficult

108 Benner Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

81 Benner Twp

Connectivity

80 Benner Twp

FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

77 Bellefonte

Conflicts-Hazards

Bike/Ped

67 Bellefonte

Connectivity

73 Bellefonte

Goals

Potential_Action

NextStep

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Conduct a feasibility study for additional
parking/strategies for better circulation

Refer to municipality

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Identify potential O & M entities; Identify financial
partnerships and funding resources
Develop a Bike/Ped/Trail/Recreation Plan for
Nittany Valley
Develop a Bike/Ped/Trail/Recreation Plan for
Nittany Valley
Develop a Bike/Ped/Trail/Recreation Plan for
Nittany Valley
Develop a Bike/Ped/Trail/Recreation Plan for
Nittany Valley
Stormwater take off calculations and strategies to
absorb stormwater on site

Refer to municipality

Purdue Mountain Rd

Condition

Sub Committee Project to discuss options with
cost benefit analysis

Refer to municipality

Disregard for stop sign

Intersection of Rock Rd and Fox Hill Rd

Safety

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike connectivity to Rock Rd

SR 3003/Rock Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

87 Benner Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Lacking bike connectivity to Canyon Trail
Canyon Trail
Flooding/ponding; low areas next to creek; drainage from Big Hollow;
Walnut Grove
Rock Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

98 Benner Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Overall drainage issues; cross pipes

Purdue Mountain Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

88 Benner Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding at "Money Tree"; PSU and airport drainage

Rock Rd near "Money Tree"

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

99 Benner Twp

Maintenance

Equipment/Structures

Guiderail needs fixed

Purdue Mountain Rd

Safety

133 Boggs Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions; same issues as Curtin Hollow

Fairview Rd near Cemetery

Condition

136 Boggs Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Condition

139 Boggs Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Economic/Freight Corridor

Needs review of signage and pavement
Aqua Penn Dr
Concern over width and ability to accommodate large trucks; twp has
maintenance agreement with Coke
Aqua Penn Dr

140 Boggs Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

SR 1006/Old 220 Rd

Condition

143 Boggs Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions (gravel roads)

State Game Lands

Condition

Liquid fuels of Dirt and Gravel eligible projects

Refer to municipality

127 Boggs Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; routes not posted; difficult to enforce

Curtin Hollow Rd

Safety

Identify alternative speed control measures

Refer to municipality

132 Boggs Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; routes not posted; difficult to enforce

Fairview Rd

Safety

Identify alternative speed control measures

Refer to municipality

130 Boggs Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Guiderail issues; steep embankment; 500 foot drop

Curtin Hollow Rd

Safety

Corridor Study

Refer to municipality

SR 4007/Moose Run Rd

Condition

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Refer to municipality

Intersection/Signal Study
Identify bike corridors and include in upcoming
PennDOT Maintenance paving projects
Identify bike corridors and include in upcoming
PennDOT Maintenance paving projects

Refer to municipality

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Condition

Intersection/Signal Study
Develop a Bike/Ped/Trail/Recreation Plan for
Nittany Valley
Develop a Bike/Ped/Trail/Recreation Plan for
Nittany Valley
Design analysis/study to identify strategies to
improve safety and drainage conditions
Sub Committee Project to discuss options with
cost benefit analysis
Design analysis/study to identify strategies to
improve safety and drainage conditions
Sub Committee Project to discuss options with
cost benefit analysis
Liquid Fuels eligible projects
improvements with next maintenance paving by
Coke a Cola
improvements with next maintenance paving by
Coke a Cola

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

117 Boggs Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; vegetation overhangs roadway; narrow lanes

120 Boggs Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance

Intersection of SR 4007/Moose Run Rd and Various Rds Safety

118 Boggs Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 4007/Moose Run Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

122 Boggs Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor

SR 4007/Thomas Hill Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

145 Boggs Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

146 Boggs Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

148 Boggs Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing ped corridor along RR
RR near SR 144
Lacking sidewalk connectivity; sidewalks only exist at school and
sheetz
Lacking bike/ped connectivity between Milesburg Borough and Boggs
Township
Between Milesburg Boro and Boggs Twp

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

149 Boggs Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped infrastructure

Tracy Dale Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

116 Boggs Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Vegetation overhangs roadway; narrow lanes

Yarnell Rd

Condition

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Refer to municipality

121 Boggs Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Vegetation overhangs roadway; encroaching; narrow lanes

Marsh Creek Rd

Condition

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Refer to municipality

129 Boggs Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Shoulders rolling off roadway

Curtin Hollow Rd

Condition

Corridor Study

Refer to municipality

131 Boggs Twp

Maintenance

Equipment/Structures

Guiderail needs fixed

Curtin Hollow Rd

Condition

Corridor Study

Refer to municipality

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
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156 Burnside Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Long Lane

Condition

151 Burnside Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 879/Pine Glen Rd

Safety

153 Burnside Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Icy conditions

Seven Mile Run, below German Settlement Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Identify alternative speed control measures
Drainage options/Conservation District
involvement

171 Centre Hall

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 144/Pennsylvania Ave

Safety

Identify alternative speed control measures

Refer to municipality

172 Centre Hall

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 192/Church St

Safety

Refer to municipality

165 Centre Hall

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Safety

160 Centre Hall

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

SR 144/Pennsylvania Ave
Intersection of SR 144/Pennsylvania Ave and SR
192/Church St

Identify alternative speed control measures
Conduct a design analysis/schematic to improve
safety through streetscape improvements

Connection between CH Borough and Park

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

NextStep
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

173 Centre Hall

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Angled parking presents conflict
Conflcits with Grange, Elementary School, PSU Events, Soccer
Practice
Lacking ped connectivity between Borough and new Park in Potter
Township

177 Centre Hall

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking ped connectivity to fairground entrance

Grange Fair/Potter St Entrance

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

CH Post Office

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

Behind Borough Bldg

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

178 Centre Hall

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking ped connectivity to post office

169 Centre Hall

Drainage

Other

Sinkhole

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Economic/Freight Corridor

Intersection/Signal Study

Refer to municipality

Parking on narrow roadway; signs get hit

163 Centre Hall

Operations

Signals/Signage

Request for signage rerouting Truck Traffic at Centre Hall Mountain

SR 2006/Church St
Intersection of SR 144/Pennsylvania Ave and SR
192/Church St

College Twp

Asset Condition/Sidewalk

Bike/Ped

Need wider sidewalks

Between Beaver Ave and Foster Ave

203 College Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Branch Rd Corridor

Safety

206 College Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Benner Pike, near Mall and Walmart Plaza

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

197 College Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalk connectivity

University Dr/Whitehall Rd Corridor

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

202 College Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Lacking bike connectivity from Houserville Road to Spring Creek Park Houserville Rd
Increased pipe size may blow out Millbrook Marsh; high quality;
habitat sensitive
Millbrook Marsh Nature Center

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

Highway/Intersection

Bike/Ped

Refer to municipality

Safety

Maintenance

Connectivity

Refer to municipality
Conduct a design analysis/schematic to improve
safety through streetscape improvements

Conduct a feasibility study for additional
parking/strategies for better circulation

167 Centre Hall

205 College Twp

Refer to municipality

Refer to municipality

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Identify alternative speed control measures
Support and supplement the implementation of
College Township’s Sidewalk Master Plan

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

Support and supplement the implementation of
College Township’s Sidewalk Master Plan

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

Conservation Dist involvement; Stormwater take
off calcs/strategies to absorb stormwater on site

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

Intersection of Orchard Rd and Puddington Rd

College Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Need flashing speed limit signs through Lemont

East Branch Rd

Refer to municipality

College Twp

Operations

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of High St and SR 26/College Ave

Refer to municipality

College Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Need traffic signals and ped crossings
Need traffic signal if SCASD continues to reroute buses and other
traffic

Intersection of O'Bryan Ln and Waupelani Dr

Refer to municipality

214 Curtin Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Lots of camps (some year-round); not well-maintained; hundreds of
vehicles on weekends

Orviston Mountain Rd

Condition

213 Curtin Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Washouts

Summit Hill Rd

209 Curtin Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

No stop sign

Intersection with DeHaas

210 Curtin Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

No stop sign

215 Ferguson Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

229 Ferguson Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

248 Ferguson Twp

200 College Twp

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

Refer to municipality

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Liquid Fuels eligible projects
Black top swales to move large volumes of water
without washing out

Safety

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Refer to municipality

Intersection with Kato Rd and Mountain Rd

Safety

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Refer to municipality

Speeding going down hill towards school

Cherry Lane

Safety

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 45, near Tadpole Rd

Safety

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Vehicles slow to find entrance; not well marked causing conflicts

Musser Gap Trailhead

Safety

264 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Turning movement delays

Intersection of Whitehall Rd and Blue Course Dr

Safety

263 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; vertical alignment; road dip; vegetation

Intersection of Plainfield Rd and Whitehall Rd

Safety

238 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Blue Course Dr and Martin St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Blue Course Dr between Giant and Asian market

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing
Unsafe crossing from Park Apartments to bus stop; poor lighting;
high traffic volume

Blue Course Dr

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Intersection of Science Park Rd and Sandy Dr

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing at Tudek path

Intersection of SR 26 and Bristol Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

239 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

852 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

258 Ferguson Twp
854 Ferguson Twp

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Identify traffic calming/crossing options for safer
multi-modal transport and circulation
Identify traffic calming/crossing options for safer
multi-modal transport and circulation

Refer to municipality

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

Refer to municipality
Continue to work with adjacent property owners to
increase line of sight at all intersections
Refer to municipality
Continue to work with adjacent property owners to
increase line of sight at all intersections
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Corridor Study; Support and supplement the
recommendations in the NAMS

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

Corridor Study

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
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261 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; disregard for stop signs

Intersection of Whitehall Rd and Nixon Rd

Safety

262 Ferguson Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of Tadpole Rd and Whitehall Rd

Safety

834 Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance
Traffic cuts through development/neighborhood does not want
impacts from mitigation but wants reduced traffic volumes

Park Hills Neighborhood

Safety

Potential_Action
Continue to work with adjacent property owners to
increase line of sight at all intersections
Continue to work with adjacent property owners to
increase line of sight at all intersections
Identify traffic calming/crossing options for safer
multi-modal transport and circulation

268 Ferguson Twp

Congestion

Signals/Signage

Signal for future congestion predicted in 10 year old traffic study

Intersection of Nixon Rd and Whitehall Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Intersection/Signal Study

254 Ferguson Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

Valley Vista Dr near Bachman Lane

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

853 Ferguson Twp

Drainage

Water issues; potential contamination

Well (?) near Tadpole Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality
Consider overlays for source water; integrate
sensitive areas identified in water protection plans Refer to municipality

244 Ferguson Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Signal; too long?

Intersection of Blue Course Dr and Old Gatesburg Rd

Safety

Evaluate and adjust signal timing

Refer to municipality

252 Ferguson Twp

Operations

Highway/Intersection

Signal?

Intersection of Devonshire Dr and Valley Vista Dr

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Refer to municipality

253 Ferguson Twp

Operations

Highway/Intersection

Signal?

Intersection of Science Park and Sandy Drive

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Refer to municipality

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

NextStep
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Narrow width

Middle Rd

Safety

12 Gregg Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Green Grove Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

13 Gregg Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 45/Penn Valley Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

11 Gregg Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Kline Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

10 Gregg Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Lower Georges Valley Rd

Safety

Vonada Gap Rd

Condition
Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

272 Gregg Twp

18 Gregg Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Drainage issues; stone on top

270 Gregg Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Repeat

Refer to municipality

Refer to municipality
Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Refer to municipality

14 Gregg Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; can only mow back so far

Vonada Gap Rd
Intersection of Green Grove Rd and SR 2012/Penns
Cave Rd

Safety

Intersection/Signal Study

Refer to municipality

273 Gregg Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Vegetation overhangs roadway

Middle Rd

Condition

Liquid Fuels eligible projects

Refer to municipality

302 Haines Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bike/Ped

Existing ped corridor (issue type?)

Fiedler Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

303 Haines Twp

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bike/Ped

Existing ped corridor (issue type?)

Middle Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Pedestrian Plan for Village of Aaronsburg and
Woodward
Pedestrian Plan for Village of Aaronsburg and
Woodward

282 Haines Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; speeding, jake brake usage, etc.

SR 45

Safety

Corridor Study

294 Haines Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; jake brake usage; horse and buggy traffic

SR 45

Safety

293 Haines Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Signals/Signage

Request for School Bus Stop Ahead sign; denied by PennDOT twice SR 45 Corridor

Safety

Corridor Study

Refer to municipality

Nolls Gun Shop

Public Transportation

Park and Ride
Pedestrian Plan for Village of Aaronsburg and
Woodward
Pedestrian Plan for Village of Aaronsburg and
Woodward
Pedestrian Plan for Village of Aaronsburg and
Woodward
Pedestrian Plan for Village of Aaronsburg and
Woodward
Pedestrian Plan for Village of Aaronsburg and
Woodward
Pedestrian Plan for Village of Aaronsburg and
Woodward
Pedestrian Plan for Village of Aaronsburg and
Woodward
Drainage options/Conservation District
involvement
Drainage options/Conservation District
involvement
Drainage options/Conservation District
involvement

Refer to municipality

301 Haines Twp

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for a Park and Ride location

297 Haines Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalks

Aaronsburg Village south of SR 45

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

298 Haines Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking ped connectivity to post office

Aaronsburg Post Office

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

299 Haines Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking ped connectivity to Millheim Borough

SR 45 at West Alley

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

300 Haines Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking ped connectivity

SR 45 at Tattletown Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

305 Haines Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

304 Haines Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalks
Woodward Village
Lacking ped connectivity to post office; peds have to walk along 45 bc
of gaps in sidewalk network
Woodward Post Office

851 Haines Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Woodward Camp

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

287 Haines Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Opportunity for a loop using SR 2018
Flooding/ponding; channel is filled with sediment; drainage ditch fills
easily

Fiedler Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

835 Haines Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Double 30" pipe is squashed/work on inlets/headwall/endwalls

Jackson Hill Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

286 Haines Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Culvert

Cemetery Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality
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308 Halfmoon Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 550

Safety

Refer to municipality

318 Halfmoon Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Smith Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

321 Halfmoon Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Loveville Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

315 Halfmoon Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Marengo Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

306 Halfmoon Twp

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for a Park and Ride location

Ways Fruit Farm

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

325 Halfmoon Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

320 Halfmoon Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike connectivity to Circleville Road
Circleville Rd
Lacking bike connectivity to SGL; bicycles are allowed on SGL roads
that are open to vehicular traffic but not others
State Game Land Trails and Roads

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

346 Harris Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Smith Lane

Condition

Refer to municipality

334 Harris Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Dirt and gravel (?)
Speeding; request for additional reductions to 45 mph (at least on
Branch Road)

SR 45

Safety

Refer to municipality

347 Harris Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 322

Safety

Refer to municipality

348 Harris Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 45

Safety

Refer to municipality

349 Harris Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Main St

Safety

Refer to municipality

350 Harris Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Mary Elizabeth St

Safety

Refer to municipality

351 Harris Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Boalsburg Pike

Safety

Refer to municipality

352 Harris Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor; narrow width

Brush Valley Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

353 Harris Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Boal Ave

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

357 Harris Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Tussey Mountain

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

342 Harris Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Torrey Lane

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

354 Harris Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Military Museum

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

355 Harris Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Existing bike corridor
Lacking bike connectivity; opportunity as a bike maintenance unit
location
Lacking bike connectivity from Torrey Lane to Tussey Mountain;
property owner conflict
Lacking bike connectivity; opportunity as a bike maintenance unit
location
Lacking bike connectivity; opportunity as a bike maintenance unit
location

Pump Station Resturant

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

345 Harris Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Washouts

Smith Lane

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

340 Harris Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Back ups from SR 45 to Sherwood Dr

SR 45

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

Houser Rd

NextStep

344 Harris Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Washouts

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

343 Harris Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Washouts

Mountain Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

366 Howard

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 26

Safety

Refer to municipality

373 Howard

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 150

Safety

Refer to municipality

374 Howard

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; bait shop traffic (trucks and trailers with boats)

Main St

Safety

Refer to municipality

369 Howard

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Parking conflicts along causeway

SR 26

Safety

Refer to municipality

375 Howard

Conflicts-Hazards

Bike/Ped

Conflict with peds and motorists at student drop-off location

School St

Safety

Refer to municipality

362 Howard

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing at bike path and SR 26

SR 26 and bike path

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

361 Howard

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Howard Borough

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

376 Howard

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Lacking sidewalk connectivity
Culvert is undersized; curbing on one side; inlets/diversion in the
works to redirect water from culvert

Adjacent to Hillcrest Ave

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

364 Howard

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of Spearing St and SR 26

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

365 Howard

Drainage

Other

Sump pump discharge; illegal daylight drain
Flooding/Ponding near levees when valve drains are shutdown;
basements flooding

Levee

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

363 Howard

Operations

Signals/Signage

Short signal timing for Main Street approach

Intersection of Walnut and Main

Safety

Refer to municipality

378 Howard Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 150

Safety

Refer to municipality

382 Howard Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Small feeder streams

Swartz Hollow Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

380 Howard Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Small feeder streams

Bullit Run Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

388 Huston Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Old 220

Safety

Refer to municipality

390 Huston Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Request for crosswalk at Post Office

Julian Post Office

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

387 Huston Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Request for flashing sign at Old 220 approach into Julian

Intersection of Old 220 and Village of Julian

Safety

Refer to municipality

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS
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394 Liberty Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Marsh Creek Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

392 Liberty Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; disregard for stop signs

Intersection of SR 150 and Beach Street

Safety

Refer to municipality

393 Liberty Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance

Intersection of SR 150 and Bush Street

Safety

Refer to municipality

397 Liberty Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalk connectivity

Village of Blanchard

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

395 Liberty Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

Marsh Creek Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

399 Liberty Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

Upper Pole Cat Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

840 Liberty Twp

Drainage

Other

Flooding/ponding

Bald Eagle Forest Development

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

403 Marion Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Narrow embankment; road against embankment

Howard Cross Roads

Safety

Refer to municipality

413 Marion Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Mill and fill

Sandy Ridge Dr under I-80

Condition

Refer to municipality

406 Marion Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 26/Jacksonville Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

417 Marion Twp

Congestion

Shared Services

New interchange

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

419 Marion Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Sayers Dam

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

421 Marion Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Opportunity for a Park and Ride location
Lacking bike connectivity to Sayers Dam; SR 26 is narrow, causing
more conflicts with buggies; gravel shoulders
Lacking sidewalk connectivity; challenges e.g. no existing sidewalks,
elderly/fixed income population

Village of Jacksonville

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

415 Marion Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Undersized pipe into quarry; flooding

Weights Lane near park

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

434 Miles Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

SR 192

Safety

Refer to municipality

437 Miles Twp

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Speeding, esp. in Rebersburg
Lacking sidewalk connectivity; terrain issues re ADA compliance;
opportunity for connection to school

Village of Rebersburg

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

428 Miles Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Culvert overflows with heavy storms

Rockville Road

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

429 Miles Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Rockville Road

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

431 Miles Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Repeat; culvert overflows
Culvert needed at Gideon Farm driveway; water flows over road and
freezes in winter

Back Road

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

438 Milesburg

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 144

Safety

Refer to municipality

Milesburg Community Center

NextStep

453 Milesburg

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for community ride sharing services

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

454 Milesburg

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalk connectivity to post office

Milesburg Post Office

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

455 Milesburg

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking sidewalk connectivity to community center

Milesburg Community Center

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

456 Milesburg

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Milesburg Community Park

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

450 Milesburg

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Lacking sidewalk connectivity to park
Angled pipes drain to Bald Eagle Creek; creek backs up into pipes
and causes flooding

Bald Eagle Creek/drainage from Milesburg Borough

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

448 Milesburg

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Tile system does not extend far enough; option to add additional inlets Limestone/Canal/Centre Streets

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

451 Milesburg

Drainage

Other

Stormwater issues

Snappy's in Milesburg

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

Safety

Refer to municipality

444 Milesburg

Maintenance

Equipment/Structures

Wall is deteriorating at creek

440 Milesburg

Operations

Signals/Signage

Request for (unwarranted?) signal

Front St Creek Wall
Intersection of SR 144, Commercial St/Market St, and
Mill St

816 Millheim

Asset Condition/Bridge

Bridge

Poor condition

Pedestrian Bridge at the end of Church St over Elk
Creek

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

823 Millheim

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Park Rd

Condition

Refer to municipality

807 Millheim

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 45

Safety

Refer to municipality

808 Millheim

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; turning vehicles pull into intersecting travel lane

Intersection of SR 45 and Mensch St

Safety

Refer to municipality

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS
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Table F. Issues listed as Refer to Municipality

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

IssueDescr

Location

Goals

Potential_Action

507 Patton Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Julian Pike

Safety

Refer to municipality

468 Patton Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Drifting and freezing

Circleville Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

478 Patton Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Icy conditions

Purdue Mountain Rd (Not in Patton Twp?)

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

500 Patton Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

Fox Hollow Rd near I-99

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

504 Patton Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

No information

Meeks Lane by Red Barn

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

503 Patton Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

No information

Julian Pike

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

502 Patton Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding; ditch for sinkholes

Douglas Dr (upper portion)

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

477 Patton Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Request for daylighting; needs tree trimming

Purdue Mountain Rd (Not in Patton Twp?)

Condition

Refer to municipality

Valley Vista Dr

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

NextStep

492 Patton Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage and Bike/Ped

Request for adaptive signals at existing crossing to get to bus stop

527 Penn Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Lingle Valley Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

516 Penn Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 45

Safety

Refer to municipality

513 Penn Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Difficult to maintain with icy conditions; curves

Greenbriar Gap

Safety

Refer to municipality

521 Penn Twp

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for Park and Ride location

Millheim Borough

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

525 Penn Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

B Aly in Coburn

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

526 Penn Twp

Operations

Signals/Signage

Request for Watch Children signs

Village of Coburn

Safety

Refer to municipality
Refer to municipality

549 Philipsburg

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for Park and Ride location

Philipsburg Borough

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

535 Philipsburg

Congestion

Signals/Signage

Centre St

Safety

Refer to municipality

547 Philipsburg

Congestion

Signals/Signage

Signal placement affects queues during peak hours
Large trucks tend to block signals at various approaches; loops are
broken

Throughout Philipsburg Boro and Rush Twp

Safety

Refer to municipality

531 Philipsburg

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

Ninth St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

541 Philipsburg

Drainage

Other

Flooding/ponding

CVS/Railroad

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

Snappys stormwater

543 Philipsburg

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Pipes need to be cleaned out

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

545 Philipsburg

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Water St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

544 Philipsburg

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

30 inch pipe drains from Curtis Park
Concrete box under gabion wall; terracotta sections of pipe draining
from Curtis Park

2nd St at Borough line

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

Philipsburg

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding

3rd St (Same as SR 53/Centre St?)

532 Philipsburg

Maintenance

Signals/Signage

Frequently goes to flash mode

Intersection of SR 350 and SR 53

Safety

Refer to municipality

568 Port Matilda

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions, esp. behind hotel

Centre St

Condition

Refer to municipality

571 Port Matilda

Asset Condition/Sidewalk

Bike/Ped

Request for new sidewalks

Port Matilda Boro Bldg

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

552 Port Matilda

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 3040/Plank Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

553 Port Matilda

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance; house very close to road; shrubs need trimmed

Intersection of SR 3040/Plank Rd and Centre St

Safety

Refer to municipality

574 Port Matilda

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for Park and Ride location

Port Matilda Borough

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

573 Port Matilda

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

SR 3040/Plank Rd

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

572 Port Matilda

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Pedestrian Bridge

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

559 Port Matilda

Drainage

Other

Request for sidewalks
Request for pedestrian bridge in park and walkway from bridge to
parking lot
Sinkhole in front of Borough building; washouts at JRA tracks and
Borough material storage area

Borough Building/Railroad

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

563 Port Matilda

Drainage

Other

Flooding/ponding in winter

Port Matilda Legion

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

566 Port Matilda

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Sinking culvert; broken grate; too low

Intersection of Spruce St and Main St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

557 Port Matilda

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Shrubs need trimmed

Intersection of Beckwith Rd and Oak St

Safety

Refer to municipality

565 Port Matilda

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of North St and Main St

Safety

Refer to municipality

550 Port Matilda

Operations

Signals/Signage

Poor sight distance; hedges need trimmed
Request for signage to direct truck traffic to I-80 when coming into
town on Old 322

SR 3040/Plank Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

582 Potter Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; road rage; buggy traffic

SR 45

Safety

Refer to municipality

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance

Intersection of Old 220/Railroad Ave and Julian Pike

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for Park and Ride location

Old Fort

Potter Twp
588 Potter Twp

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS
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Table F. Issues listed as Refer to Municipality

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

IssueDescr

Location

Goals

591 Rush Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions; esp. the spur to Winburne Bridge

Casanova Rd

Condition

Refer to municipality

599 Rush Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Gorton Rd

Condition

Refer to municipality

604 Rush Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Dale Rd

Condition

Refer to municipality

601 Rush Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement condition; considering turning back to dirt

Coaldale Rd

Condition

Refer to municipality

602 Rush Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Lock Lomond Rd

Condition

Refer to municipality

623 Rush Twp

Asset Condition/Sidewalk

Bike/Ped

Poor sidewalk conditions; roads are much higher than sidewalks

Village of Sandy Ridge

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

610 Rush Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Refer to municipality

622 Rush Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Crossing

Bike/Ped

Unsafe crossing

Spike Island Rd
Safety
Intersection of SR 53/Centre St and 3rd St (Not mapped
here)
Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

611 Rush Twp

Conflicts-Hazards/Visibility

Highway/Intersection

Poor sight distance over vertical; trees

Intersection of SR 322 and Port Lane

Safety

Refer to municipality

624 Rush Twp

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for Park and Ride location

Football Field

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

617 Rush Twp

Congestion

Shared Services

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

590 Rush Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Opportunity for Park and Ride location
Peebles
Drainage issues coming into the park at the elbow; concrete pipes are
crowning at Six Mile Run
Casanova Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

607 Rush Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Drainage isues at Dale Hill

Dale Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

608 Rush Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Culvert at bottom of dip near Osceola Mills has significant runoff

Dale Rd near Osceola Mills

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

619 Rush Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Liner issues

Windy Hill Village

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

628 Rush Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Basin is not full and water is over roadway

Penn Highlands

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

629 Rush Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Richard St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

842 Rush Twp

Drainage

Other

Flooding/ponding
Water runs from slope across parking lot; icy conditions; PennDOT
will not allow Fire Co to pipe into culvert

Fire Company Parking Lot/SR 970

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

631 Rush Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Check valve at Moshannon Creek closes and water backs up

Fire Hall and Weis Market

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

605 Rush Twp

Maintenance

Equipment/Structures

Guiderail needs fixed

Dale Rd

Condition

Refer to municipality

639 Snow Shoe

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Thomas St

Condition

Refer to municipality

640 Snow Shoe

Asset Condition/Road

Poor pavement conditions

Railroad St

Condition

Refer to municipality

641 Snow Shoe

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Walnut St

Condition

Refer to municipality

642 Snow Shoe

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Meadow St

Condition

Refer to municipality

663 Snow Shoe

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Nectarine St

Condition

Refer to municipality

664 Snow Shoe

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Olive St

Condition

Refer to municipality

653 Snow Shoe

Asset Condition/Sidewalk

Bike/Ped

Poor sidewalk conditions

Thomas St

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

643 Snow Shoe

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Olive St in front of liquor store

Safety

Refer to municipality

644 Snow Shoe

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; possible request for stop sign or speed humps

Fourth St (in front of Brothers Pizza)

Safety

Refer to municipality

649 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Request for crosswalk

Fourth Street to church

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

646 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped connectivity to Post Office

Snow Shoe Post Office

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

647 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped connectivity to Fire Hall

Snow Shoe Fire Hall

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

648 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped connectivity to Brother's Pizza

Brothers Pizza

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

651 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped connectivity to school

Snow Shoe School

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

652 Snow Shoe

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Lacking bike/ped connectivity to playground and pool

Snow Shoe Park/Playground/Pool

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

637 Snow Shoe

Drainage

Other

Cross drain issues

Snow Shoe Fire Hall

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

638 Snow Shoe

Drainage

Other

Cross drain issues

Snow Shoe Post Office

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS
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Refer to municipality

7 of 9

Table F. Issues listed as Refer to Municipality

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050

FID Municipali
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Location

Goals
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658 Snow Shoe Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement condition

Askey Rd

Condition

Refer to municipality

30 Snow Shoe Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Intersection of SR 144 and SR 4002/Moshannon Ave

Safety

Refer to municipality

29 Snow Shoe Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Disregard for four-way stop; traffic from SR 144 does not stop
Used as a cut through to cut corner into Moshannon; heavy traffic;
speeding

Askey Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

28 Snow Shoe Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Fountain Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

25 Snow Shoe Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Speeding; heavy traffic on local road
Significant drainage issues due to aging; inadequate system;
complaint flagged during Snow Shoe Township workshop

Snow Shoe Borough

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

662 Snow Shoe Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding; residents still have access via private road

Cattail Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

Swamp near Clarence

NextStep

856 Snow Shoe Twp

Drainage

Other

Filling up with iron; challenging to drain

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

665 Snow Shoe Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Driveway drainage issues at Cramer's parking lot

Intersection of SR 4002/Clarence Rd and Fountain Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

682 Spring Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Purdue Mountain Rd

Condition

Refer to municipality

671 Spring Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; no easy spot to enforce

SR 144 near Centre Hall Mountain

Safety

Refer to municipality

689 Spring Twp

Congestion

Shared Services

Opportunity for Park and Ride location; existing EV charging stations Weis Markets

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

681 Spring Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Jacksonville Rd Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

685 Spring Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Springs and sumps draining onto roadway
Two foot pipe on Jodon runs to sinkhole at corner of Jodon and
Locust; sinkhole is getting full and overflows onto Locust

Sinkhole at Jodon Ave and Locust St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

800 State College

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions; issue with vehicles parking on bike lane

Allen Street Corridor

Condition

Refer to municipality

801 State College

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Pugh St Corridor

Condition

Refer to municipality

787 State College

Asset Condition/Sidewalk

Bike/Ped

Request for sidwalk upgrades; concern of limited capacity

Beaver Ave Corridor (Glenland Building to Garner)

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

765 State College

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Atherton St Corridor

Safety

Refer to municipality

780 State College

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

College Ave Corridor

Safety

Refer to municipality

Beaver Ave Corridor

Safety

Refer to municipality

Park Ave Corridor

Safety

Refer to municipality

781 State College

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

796 State College

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding
Speeding; previous request to lower speed limit was denied;
possibility to install island for ped crossing

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Left turn challenges

Intersection of Curtin Rd and SR 3022/University Dr

788 State College

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Request for alternative paved multi-use pathway through golf course

Connection from campus through golf course

State College

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Refer to municipality

State College

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Opportunity for shared use path connection
SR 3007/Park Ave
Need crossing improvements, 4 ft ROW, shelter, utilities, and waiting
area upgrades; accessibility issues
Hiester St

State College

Maintenance

Equipment/Structures

Utilities in embankment; implications on High St and Calder

High St and SR 26/College Ave

Refer to municipality

784 State College

Operations

Signals/Signage

Green light is too short; congestion

Beaver Ave Corridor between Garner and Atherton St

Safety

Refer to municipality

708 Taylor Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Economic/Freight Corridor

Salt trucks; road deterioration from heavy weight

Fowler Hollow Rd

Economic/Freight Corridor

Refer to municipality

693 Taylor Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; esp. going to the Lodge

South Mountain Rd Corridor

Safety

Refer to municipality

694 Taylor Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Disregard for four-way stop

Intersection of (Old Pike) and South Mountain Road

Safety

Refer to municipality

695 Taylor Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Fowler Hollow Rd Corridor

Safety

Refer to municipality

698 Taylor Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Bell Hollow Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

Highway/Intersection

Safety

Refer to municipality

State College

Refer to municipality
Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

Refer to municipality

697 Taylor Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Speeding
Stahls Lane
Flooding/ponding; new residential construction; Bell Hollow 90 degree
turn behind new residence
Hannah Lane

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

710 Taylor Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Icy conditions

Gardner Lane

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

705 Taylor Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

South Mountain Rd Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

709 Taylor Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Gardner Lane

Condition

Refer to municipality

704 Taylor Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Icy conditions
Vegetation overhangs roadway; need to cut back trees to daylight
surface
Vegetation overhangs roadway; need to cut back trees to daylight
surface

South Mountain Rd Corridor

Condition

Refer to municipality

701 Taylor Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS
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Table F. Issues listed as Refer to Municipality
FID Municipali

IssueType

Mode

34 Union Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

45 Union Twp

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

2018-2019 Municipal and Stakeholder Outreach Comments
IssueDescr
Location
Poor pavement conditions; needs guiderail (14 culverts were replaced
with FEMA money)
Unionville Pike
Poor pavement conditions; twp wants to request to remove remaining
liquid fuels funds and transfer to Unionville Pike project; possibility to
tar and chip
Jacobs Rd Corridor

CCMPO Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
Goals

Potential_Action

NextStep

Condition

Refer to municipality

Condition

Refer to municipality

39 Union Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding; esp. leaving Borough going up towards Skate Park

SR 504/Allegheny St/Rattlesnake Pike

Safety

Refer to municipality

40 Union Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 220/Eagle Valley Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

32 Union Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Heavily used corridor; steep; issues removing snow

Unionville Pike Corridor

Safety

Refer to municipality

43 Union Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Steep hill with severe grades; needs guiderail

Egypt Hollow Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

Congestion

Highway/Intersection

Repeat; heavily used corridor, etc.

Unionville Pike Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

Intersection of SR 220 and Walker Hollow Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

Egypt Hollow Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

711 Union Twp
42 Union Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

44 Union Twp

Drainage

Highway/Intersection

Apron is not paved; water ponds and freezes in winter
Water ponds and freezes in winter; regrading area caused water
issues onto adjacent property

36 Union Twp

Maintenance

Highway/Intersection

Vegetation overhangs roadway

SR 3030/Dix Run Rd

Condition

Refer to municipality

731 Unionville

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Main St

Condition

Refer to municipality

729 Unionville

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

McKean St

Condition

Refer to municipality

730 Unionville

Asset Condition/Road

Highway/Intersection

Poor pavement conditions

Mechanic St

Condition

Refer to municipality

SR 504/Rattlesnake Pike

719 Unionville

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Safety

Refer to municipality

724 Unionville

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Alt 220

Safety

Refer to municipality

732 Unionville

Connectivity

Bike/Ped

Unionville Borough

Accessibility/Circulation/Bike & PED

Refer to municipality

721 Unionville

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Speeding; no easy spot to enforce
Lacking ped connectivity; residents in support of grant to improve
sidewalk system; not ADA compliant
Clogged pipe; pipe runs parallel to roadway and cannot easily be
cleaned or flushed

Hill St

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

733 Unionville

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Flooding/ponding in sewer manholes

Mulberry St Corridor

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

735 Walker Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

Intersection of SR 64 and SR 550

Safety

Refer to municipality

738 Walker Twp

Behavior/Law Compliance

Highway/Intersection

Speeding

SR 64

Safety

Refer to municipality

747 Walker Twp

Conflicts-Hazards

Highway/Intersection

Steep bank; guiderail needed

Blue Ball Rd

Safety

Refer to municipality

753 Walker Twp

Congestion

Shared Services

Possible need for ride share pick up at twp building

Walker Twp Bldg

Public Transportation

Refer to municipality

758 Worth Twp

Drainage

Equipment/Structures

Culverts are washing out

East Mountain Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

Highway/Intersection

Flooding/ponding

Audrey Hollow Rd

Drainage/Environ/Air Quality

Refer to municipality

759 Worth Twp

Drainage

CCMPO Transportation Issues exported from GIS
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Appendix E
State Twelve-Year Transportation Program
Public Outreach Summary

2021 TWELVE YEAR PROGRAM UPDATE

2017 vs 2019 REGIONAL SURVEY RESULTS COMPARISON
CENTRE COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ORGANIZATION (CCMPO)

2017

139

356

175

SURVEY
PARTICIPANTS

State Transportation
Commission

2019

130

SURVEY
PARTICIPANTS

MAPPED ISSUES
31 RESOLVED

MAPPED ISSUES
29 RESOLVED

About the Survey Participants
2017
65%

Female

33%

Third gender/nonconforming

*N/A

Prefer to self describe

*N/A

Prefer not to answer

2%

2019

50

PERCENT

Male

AGE GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS

60

40

30

23% 24%

59%

Female

38%

Third gender/nonconforming

1%

2%

Prefer to self describe

0%

Prefer not to answer

2%

Under 25
YEARS

10

18% 18% 18% 18%

18%

20

Male

24%
14%

9%

7%

2%
25-34
YEARS

35-44
YEARS

45-54
YEARS

55-64
YEARS

65-74
YEARS

5%

75+
YEARS

- 2017

- 2019

*N/A = Not Available

Top Transportation Modes

Highest Ranked Priorities

2017

2017

DRIVE ALONE

WALKING

RANKED #1

RANKED #2

RANKED #3

BICYCLING

WALKING

ROAD PAVEMENT

BICYCLING

2019

2019

DRIVE ALONE

WALKING

RANKED #1

RANKED #2

RANKED #3

ROAD PAVEMENT

BICYCLING

WALKING

BICYCLING

2019 Public Outreach Program Regional Survey Results

June 2019

2021 TWELVE YEAR PROGRAM UPDATE

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SURVEY SUMMARY

State Transportation
Commission

CENTRE COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ORGANIZATION (CCMPO)

A CLOSER LOOK AT YOUR REGION
The State Transportation Commission’s 45-day open public comment period for the 2021 Twelve Year Program (TYP)
Update was held March 11 through April 26, 2019. During the comment period, the public had the opportunity to take
the Transportation Survey and participate in an online public meeting on either a webinar platform or Facebook Live. All
public feedback received was analyzed to better understand public priorities and transportation trends.

Transportation Issues Identified

Statewide, survey participants mapped about 2,500 transportation concerns. 130 of these are located within the
CCMPO region.

During the mapping exercise, some discovered their concerns were already addressed by projects on the 2019 TYP. See
the map and data below for more details.
The speed limit was lowered to
45 mph which used to be 55 mph.
I firmly believe people are driving
worse and faster since the speed
limit has gone down to 45 mph.
Local Survey Participant

Snow Shoe
80

Philipsburg

Bellefonte

220

322

State College
99

Number Of Issues Identified

The icons below correspond with the same color dots on the map.

39

Roadway

June 2019

10

Bridge

4

Freight

41

Biking/
Walking

7

Transit

29

Concern(s)
Already
Addressed

Page 1

Examples of 2019 TYP projects
that addressed public concerns
Atherton Street Restoration
Jacksonville Road Restoration
Bellefonte Interchange Safety Improvement
State Route 322 New Alignment

www.TalkPATransportation.com

2021 TWELVE YEAR PROGRAM UPDATE

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SURVEY SUMMARY

CENTRE COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ORGANIZATION (CCMPO)

State Transportation
Commission

ABOUT THE SURVEY PARTICIPANTS IN YOUR REGION
Over 6,000 individuals participated in the online survey
statewide, and 356 of the survey participants identified with the
CCMPO region through feedback provided. Learn more about the
participants from this region.
Male

208

59%

Female

132

38%

Third gender/nonconforming

3

1%

Prefer to self describe

0

0%

Prefer not to answer

7

2%

Transportation Priorities Ranking

#1 ROAD PAVEMENT

Repairing, restoring, reconstructing and
maintaining Pennsylvania’s 120,000 miles of
state and local roadways to improve your travel

#2 BICYCLING

Safe bicycle routes and facilities throughout the
commonwealth to get you where you need to go

#3 WALKING

Accessible and connected routes to get you
where you need to go safely

Responses to demographic questions were optional.

Age

4

TRAFFIC FLOW
Using technology to improve traffic flow and construction of
new roads and additional travel lanes to safely move people
and goods more efficiently

5

BRIDGES
Repairing, replacing and maintaining Pennsylvania’s 31,000
state and local bridges

6

TRANSIT
Accessible and timely public transportation that covers an
extensive service area and crosses regions

7

PASSENGER RAIL
Intercity and commuter rail service across Pennsylvania
with out-of-state connections

8

INTERSTATE HIGHWAY
Specific, prioritized investments in reconstructing
Pennsylvania's 1,868 miles of interstate highways

9

AVIATION
Modern facilities, operations and a wide range of
commercial airline choices at airports

40

30

PERCENT

24% 24%
18% 18%

20

9%

10

5%

2%
Under 25
YEARS

25-34
YEARS

35-44
YEARS

45-54
YEARS

55-64
YEARS

65-74
YEARS

75+
YEARS

Top Transportation Modes

DRIVE ALONE

June 2019

WALKING

10

BICYCLING

FREIGHT
Modern highways, railways, airports and waterways to
support the economy and ensure the efficient movement of
goods and services

Office of the State Transportation Commission
and Transportation Advisory Committee
P.O. Box 3365 | Harrisburg, PA 17105
Phone: 717.783.2262
Email: RA-PennDOTSTC@pa.gov
Page 2
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Appendix F
Technical Memorandum: Gap Analysis

MEMORANDUM
Date: April 10, 2020
To: Tom Zilla

Work Order Number: 16

From: Tim Preece

Contract Number: 35104.016

Subject: LRTP 2050 Gap Analysis

Project: Centre County MPO LRTP Update

CC: Anne Messner, Michelle Brummer

This memo describes a “gap analysis” conducted as part of the process to update the current LRTP 2044,
which was prepared in 2015 and last updated in 2018. A “gap analysis” compares the current Plan with the
existing conditions, trends, and goals and objectives to identify potential gaps in the Plan – that is, places
where the current Plan may not fully accomplish the stated goals and objectives. This analysis is intended
as input for consideration as the MPO considers the appropriate strategies and projects for evaluation.
The LRTP 2044 included much analysis and consideration of specific projects and programs intended to
address the Plan’s identified goals and objectives. Some of those projects have been completed or are
underway. In addition to re-prioritizing the remaining projects from the 2044 Plan, the LRTP 2050 will also
revisit the goals and objectives and identify potential additional strategies or projects which are appropriate
to close any gaps between the Plan and the transportation vision (i.e. the goals and objectives). This
analysis is arranged following the five LRTP Key Questions and related Goals and identifies for
consideration previously identified but unfunded projects as well as some suggestions for potential
additional strategies.
Gap Analysis:
1. Is the Centre County transportation system getting safer? (corresponds to LRTP Goal 1)
•

•

The Project Ranking Committee for the LRTP 2044 scored 89 projects against the LRTP goals
using the Likert Scale. Projects were scored according to their importance toward achieving LRTP
goals as follows:
o Very important = 3
o Important = 2
o Slightly important = 1
o No important = 0
Of the 89 projects scored, more than one third (36 projects) were rated as being “important” or
“very important” in addressing Goal 1. These projects include intersection and interchange
improvements, traffic signals, roadway geometry and/or ditch improvements, and roadway
widening. Significant funds are committed to the I-80/I-99 Interchange project, which addresses an
interstate safety need. There are also significant funds dedicated to the US 322 corridor, which will
provide safety as well as capacity improvements. There is also line item funding for Safety. So, in
the current LRTP there is clearly a focus on identifying projects for safety improvement.
Crash data for Centre County shows downward trends for total crashes, fatal crashes and
pedestrian crashes. The trend for reported bicycle crashes (admittedly a relatively small sample
size) is essentially flat, while the statewide trend for bicycle crashes is downward. Although the

N:\35104-016\Corresp\Memos\GapAnalysis_memo_4_10_2020.docx
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total fatal crash rate compares favorably with statewide averages, the rate for specific types of fatal
crashes are slightly higher for running off the road or hitting fixed objects, as you might expect in
rural and mountainous terrain.
Takeaways ->
o Programmatically, the current plan has significant focus on safety.
o Overall, the total number of crashes and fatalities compares well to statewide averages and
is trending downward, likely due in part to investments in safety.
o Consider inclusion of “Projects For Future Consideration” and projects “Outside of Fiscal
Constraint” from current plan:
▪ Completion of US 322 corridor from Potters Mills to I-80/99
▪ US 322 Corridor O-1 from Worth Township near Port Matilda to Graham Township
in Clearfield County
▪ H-29 - College Avenue-University Drive Intersection
▪ H-30 – SR 192 Corridor Safety Improvements Study
▪ H-32 – SR 350/Stahl’s Lane Extension
▪ H-36 – SR 550/Rock Road grade and sight distance improvement
▪ H-38 – SR 322 street lighting
▪ H-40 – SR 322 grade and sight distance improvement
▪ H-43 – SR 322 speed limit and signs
▪ H-44 – SR 144/Short Road/Bible Road intersection alignment and sight distance
improvement
▪ H-46 – SR 322 roadside ditch safety improvement
▪ H-48 – SR 550 reduce sharp curves
o Consider increased focus on rural roadway safety. Programs might include:
▪ Review/update of rural design standards, or
▪ Line item budgeting for rural safety projects
o Consider increased focus on bicycle safety. Programs might include:
▪ Line item budgeting for bicycle facility projects,
▪ Review of complete street policies and practices,
▪ Public education programs on safe biking and safe driving, or
▪ Programs to encourage use of bicycle safety gear (helmets, lights and reflectors)

2. Is the Centre County transportation system in a state of good repair? (corresponds to LRTP
Goal 2)
•

•

The LRTP 2044 committed a significant portion of funding toward state of good repair, especially to
bridge maintenance, rehabilitation or replacement and routine resurfacing. The 2015-2018
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) included 26 bridge projects of the total 64 projects in
the TIP. Half of the transit items were related to maintenance and vehicle replacement. And, the
current FY 2019-2022 TIP continues to focus on bridge projects, funding 32 bridge projects (20
carryover projects plus 12 new projects) plus six bridge line items. And, line items funding for
pavement resurfacing is typically about $2 million/year.
Most recently available PennDOT inventory data shows 13 out of 276 NHS system bridges in
Centre County are rated as “poor”. It shows 0.8% of interstate lane miles and 8.65% of non-

N:\35104-016\Corresp\Memos\GapAnalysis_memo_4_10_2020.docx

April 10, 2020

•

Page 3

interstates NHS lane miles to have pavements rated as “poor”. These numbers compare favorably
to statewide averages.
Takeaways ->
o Programmatically, the current plan has significant focus on state of good repair, especially
in regard to bridges. Recommend this to continue.
o Overall, the condition of the total number of bridges and total miles of roadways compares
favorably to statewide averages.
o Consider inclusion of “Projects For Future Consideration” and projects “Outside of Fiscal
Constraint” from current plan:
▪ H-37 – Ninth Street traffic signal replacement
o Consider Act 89 optional $5 vehicle registration fee to help fund needed ongoing
maintenance.

3. Does the Centre County transportation system have adequate capacity? (corresponds to
LRTP Goals 3 and 5)
•

•

•

•
•

Of the 89 projects scored previously by the Project Ranking Committee, 24 were rated as being
“important” or “very important” for Goal 3 (Efficient Management) and 20 were rated as being
“important” or “very important” for Goal 5 (Accessibility and Mobility).
Several significant projects in the current Plan will address roadway capacity as well as safety
needs – in particular, the US 322 corridor projects, I-80/99 high speed interchange projects, and E
Park Avenue corridor project.
The results of the travel model projections for year 2050 with only the Existing + Committed (E+C)
projects shows increased congestion on many corridors, including along US 322 to the east and to
the west of State College; along I-99 just west of US 322; on East Park Avenue; and on downtown
streets in State College.
Additional transit capacity and service coverage is needed but is not funded in the current Plan.
Takeaways ->
o The Plan contains a relatively small number of roadway capacity projects, but those it does
include are located in areas of high need. It is likely that additional funding is needed to
complete those needs already identified.
o Current transit services are in relatively high demand and additional capacity should be
considered.
o Consider inclusion of “Projects For Future Consideration” and projects “Outside of Fiscal
Constraint” from current plan:
▪ Completion of US 322 corridor from Potters Mills to I-80/99
▪ US 322 Corridor O-1 from Worth Township near Port Matilda to Graham Township
in Clearfield County
▪ SR 26 betterment and interchange. This project aligns well with the projected
location of future job growth and population growth in the broad corridor between
State College and Bellefonte.
▪ H-31 – Fox Hill and Cricklewood left-turn lane
▪ H-41 – SR 45/Wagner Road Extension
▪ H-42 – East Branch Road widening and center turn lane
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Consider inclusion of program of projects to expand both the capacity and the service area
for transit services to keep pace with demand.

4. Does the Centre County transportation system have an adequate mix of modes?
(corresponds to LRTP Goals 4 and 5)
• Centre County is served by an extensive roadway network, fixed route transit (CATABUS
Community Service and Campus LOOP and LINK), paratransit and senior transportation
(CATARIDE and CCOT), vanpool and carpool services (CATACOMMUTE), sidewalks and
multi-use trails, and a range of privately-operated shuttles and on-demand services (taxi,
Hershey Shuttle, Uber/Lyft, etc.).
• Since 2015, Centre Area Transportation Authority has expended its transit maintenance facility
and replaced many of its vehicles as they’ve aged. Continued maintenance and vehicle
replacement are planned in the current LRTP in future years. The CATA service is heavily
used, to the point that some bus routes are operating beyond their intended capacity (standing
room only). And, while the current LRTP plans for continued maintenance and operating items,
there is no currently planned expansion or increase of services.
• Sidewalks are generally provided in the urban areas and are increasingly a required element of
new developments and of roadway improvement projects. While a comprehensive inventory of
sidewalks is not available, gaps in the existing network are evident.
• Multi-use and bicycle facilities have been constructed along a number of corridors. And, the
Centre region has been actively improving both systems and services for bicyclists – including
achieving a Bronze Level Bicycle Friendly Community level by the League of American
Bicyclists. But, there is still much to be done when one considers Centre County’s large size
and extensive roadway network. The current LRTP shows the Centre region bicycle facilities as
well as the Centre County Recreation and Greenway Plan – both showing a vision for a wellconnected system.
• Of the 89 projects scored previously by the Project Ranking Committee, 30 were rated as being
“important” or “very important” for Goal 4 (Integration and Connectivity) and 20 were rated as
being “important” or “very important” for Goal 5 (Accessibility and Mobility).
• Takeaways ->
o Current transit services are in relatively high demand and additional capacity should be
considered.
o Comprehensive plans for sidewalks, bicycle facilities and trails have been identified, but
lack funding to implement.
5. Does Centre County’s transportation system support existing and future community and
economic development needs? (corresponds to LRTP Goals 6,7 and 8)
•

Of the 89 projects scored previously by the Project Ranking Committee, only 5 were rated as
being “important” or “very important” for Goal 8 (Consistency with Planned Growth and
Development Areas). These included an intersection project, a trail project and several corridor
projects.
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Although there is much economic development information available (through Comprehensive
Plans, 2017 Economic Assessment, Site Finder, local Economic Development organizations
and local governments) the available input data seem to lack specific transportation needs from
which to better identify complementary transportation strategies and/or projects.
Takeaways ->
o The current LRTP contains few projects identified as addressing Goal 8
(complementary with community or economic development goals)
o Consider inclusion of “Projects For Future Consideration” and projects “Outside of
Fiscal Constraint” from current plan:
▪ H-34 – College Avenue Flooding Mitigation
o The current data available seem to lack the specifics that would enable the LRTP
process to better identify complementary transportation strategies. For example, a map
of growth focus areas would be helpful. Or, a list of important transportation
characteristics for the top five job growth markets would also be extremely helpful.
Consider a future initiative to engage economic development professionals in assisting
to identify specific actionable transportation strategies based on their knowledge of
economic development opportunities.

_________________________________________
Timothy Preece, AICP
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Appendix G
Air Quality Conformity Determination

Transportation Conformity Determination Report
1997 Ozone NAAQS

Transportation Conformity
Determination
State College, PA

Centre County 2050 Long
Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP)

July 2020
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Executive Summary
As part of its transportation planning process, the Centre County Metropolitan
Planning Organization (CCMPO) completed the transportation conformity process
for the Centre County 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). This report
documents that the LRTP meets the federal transportation conformity requirements
in 40 CFR Part 93.
Clean Air Act (CAA) section 176(c) (42 U.S.C. 7506(c)) requires that federally funded
or approved highway and transit activities are consistent with (“conform to”) the
purpose of the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Conformity to the purpose of the
SIP means that transportation activities will not cause or contribute to new air quality
violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant
NAAQS or any interim milestones. EPA’s transportation conformity rules establish
the criteria and procedures for determining whether metropolitan transportation
plans, transportation improvement programs (TIPs), and federally supported
highway and transit projects conform to the SIP.
On February 16, 2018, the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit in South Coast Air Quality Mgmt. District v. EPA (“South Coast II,” 882 F.3d
1138) held that transportation conformity determinations must be made in areas that
were either nonattainment or maintenance for the 1997 ozone national ambient air
quality standard (NAAQS) and attainment for the 2008 ozone NAAQS when the
1997 ozone NAAQS was revoked. These conformity determinations are required in
these areas after February 16, 2019. The State College, PA area (encompassing Centre
County) was maintenance at the time of the 1997 ozone NAAQS revocation on April
6, 2015 and was also designated attainment for the 2008 ozone NAAQS on May 21,
2012. Therefore, per the South Coast II decision, this conformity determination is
being made for the 1997 ozone NAAQS.
This conformity determination was completed consistent with CAA requirements,
existing associated regulations at 40 CFR Parts 51.390 and 93, and the South Coast II
decision, according to EPA’s Transportation Conformity Guidance for the South Coast II
Court Decision issued on November 29, 2018.

1.0 Background
1.1 Transportation Conformity Process
The concept of transportation conformity was introduced in the CAA of 1977, which
included a provision to ensure that transportation investments conform to a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for meeting the Federal air quality standards. Conformity
requirements were made substantially more rigorous in the CAA Amendments of
1990. The transportation conformity regulations that detail implementation of the
CAA requirements were first issued in November 1993, and have been amended
1

several times. The regulations establish the criteria and procedures for transportation
agencies to demonstrate that air pollutant emissions from metropolitan
transportation plans, transportation improvement programs and projects are
consistent with (“conform to”) the State’s air quality goals in the SIP. This document
has been prepared for State and local officials who are involved in decision making
on transportation investments.
Transportation conformity is required under CAA Section 176(c) to ensure that
Federally-supported transportation activities are consistent with (“conform to”) the
purpose of a State’s SIP. Transportation conformity establishes the framework for
improving air quality to protect public health and the environment. Conformity to
the purpose of the SIP means Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) funding and approvals are given to highway and
transit activities that will not cause new air quality violations, worsen existing air
quality violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant air quality standard, or
any interim milestone.

1.2 National Ambient Air Quality Standards
The CAA requires the EPA to set NAAQS for pollutants considered harmful to
public health and the environment. A nonattainment area is any area that does not
meet the primary or secondary NAAQS. Once a nonattainment area meets the
standards and additional redesignation requirements in the CAA [Section
107(d)(3)(E)], EPA will designate the area as a maintenance area.
Centre County is currently designated as a maintenance area under the 1997 8-hour
ozone NAAQS. The region is in attainment of the 2008 and 2015 8-hour ozone, 2006
24-hour PM2.5 and 2012 annual PM2.5 NAAQS. Transportation conformity requires
nonattainment and maintenance areas to demonstrate that all future transportation
projects will not prevent an area from reaching its air quality attainment goals.
1997 8-hour Ozone NAAQS
The EPA published the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS on July 18, 1997 (62 FR 38856),
with an effective date of September 16, 1997. An area was in nonattainment of the
1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS if the 3-year average of the individual fourth highest air
quality monitor readings, averaged over 8 hours throughout the day, exceeded the
NAAQS of 0.08 parts per million (ppm). On May 21, 2013, the EPA published a rule
revoking the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS, for the purposes of transportation
conformity, effective one year after the effective date of the 2008 8-hour ozone
NAAQS area designations (77 FR 30160).
On February 16, 2018 the D.C. Circuit reached a decision in South Coast Air Quality
Management District v. EPA, Case No. 15-1115. In that decision, the court vacated
major portions of the final rule that established procedures for transitioning from the
1997 ozone NAAQS to the stricter 2008 ozone NAAQS. By court decision, Centre
County was designated as an “orphan” maintenance area since the area was
2

maintenance for the 1997 ozone NAAQS at the time of its revocation (80 FR 12264,
March 6, 2015) and was designated attainment for the 2008 NAAQS in EPA’s original
designations for this NAAQS (77 FR 30160, May 21, 2012).
2008 and 2015 8-hour Ozone NAAQS
The EPA published the 2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS on March 27, 2008 (73 FR 16436),
with an effective date of May 27, 2008. EPA revised the ozone NAAQS by
strengthening the standard to 0.075 ppm. Thus, an area is in nonattainment of the
2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS if the 3-year average of the individual fourth highest air
quality monitor readings, averaged over 8 hours throughout the day, exceeds the
NAAQS of 0.075 ppm. Centre County was designated as an attainment area under
the 2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS, effective July 20, 2012 (77 FR 30088).
In October 2015, based on its review of the air quality criteria for ozone and related
photochemical oxidants, the EPA revised the primary and secondary NAAQS for
ozone to provide requisite protection of public health and welfare, respectively (80
FR 65292). The EPA revised the levels of both standards to 0.070 ppm, and retained
their indicators, forms (fourth-highest daily maximum, averaged across three
consecutive years) and averaging times (eight hours). Under the Clean Air Act, the
EPA administrator is required to make all attainment designations within two years
after a final rule revising the NAAQS is published. Centre County is in attainment of
the 2015 8-hour ozone NAAQS.

2.0 CCMPO LRTP
The Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) serves as the official transportation plan
for a metropolitan area. The LRTP documents the current and future transportation
demand and identifies long-term improvements and projects to meet those needs.
The Centre County LRTP guides decision-making about transportation
improvements in Centre County. Federal regulations require that the LRTP:







Consider all modes of transportation
Cover at least a twenty year period
Consider federal planning factors
Be fiscally constrained
Provide for public participation
Be updated at least every five years

The planning factors specified in federal regulations provide the framework for
developing an LRTP. In addition, PennDOT provides guidance to help MPOs
prepare LRTPs, and local policies and plans also play a role in the development of an
LRTP that illustrates how transportation investments will address current and future
needs.
The February 16, 2018 South Coast vs. EPA Court decision did not vacate EPA’s
revocation of the 1997 ozone standard and the decision does not change the area’s
3

attainment status. Therefore, while such areas might be required to meet conformity
requirements as part of anti-backsliding controls, such areas are not considered
nonattainment or maintenance areas under the Transportation Planning Rule (23
CFR 450.104). Such areas continue to complete 5-year plan update cycles as described
in 23 CFR 450.324(c). The 5-year metropolitan transportation plan update cycle
continues to apply from the date of the most recent MPO metropolitan transportation
plan adoption (not the most recent FHWA/FTA conformity determination). While
these areas have a 5-year plan cycle for transportation planning purposes, as a result
of the court decision they must still meet the 4-year frequency requirements for
conformity determinations on long range plans and TIPs as required by 40 CFR
93.104.
Appendix A provides a listing of the regional significant projects that are funded in
the LRTP within Centre County. Regionally significant projects include
transportation projects (other than exempt projects as defined under 40 CFR 93.126127) that are on a facility which serves regional transportation needs.

3.0 Transportation Conformity Process
Per the court’s decision in South Coast II, beginning February 16, 2019, a
transportation conformity determination for the 1997 ozone NAAQS will be needed
in 1997 ozone NAAQS nonattainment and maintenance areas identified by EPA 1 for
certain transportation activities, including updated or amended TIPs and LRTPs.
Once US DOT makes its 1997 ozone NAAQS conformity determination, conformity
will be required no less frequently than every four years. This conformity
determination report will address transportation conformity for CCMPO 2050 LRTP.

4.0 Transportation Conformity Requirements
4.1 Overview
On November 29, 2018, EPA issued Transportation Conformity Guidance for the
South Coast II Court Decision 2 (EPA-420-B-18-050, November 2018) that addresses
how transportation conformity determinations can be made in areas that were
nonattainment or maintenance for the 1997 ozone NAAQS when the 1997 ozone
NAAQS was revoked, but were designated attainment for the 2008 ozone NAAQS in
EPA’s original designations for this NAAQS (May 21, 2012).
The transportation conformity regulation at 40 CFR 93.109 sets forth the criteria and
procedures for determining conformity. The conformity criteria for TIPs and LRTPs

The areas identified can be found in EPA’s “Transportation Conformity Guidance for the South Coast II Court Decision, EPA420-B-18-050, available on the web at: www.epa.gov/state-and-local-transportation/policy-and-technical-guidance-state-andlocal-transportation .
1

2

Available from https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-11/documents/420b18050.pdf
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include: latest planning assumptions (93.110), latest emissions model (93.111),
consultation (93.112), transportation control measures (93.113(b) and (c), and
emissions budget and/or interim emissions (93.118 and/or 93.119).
For the 1997 ozone NAAQS areas, transportation conformity for TIPs and LRTPs for
the 1997 ozone NAAQS can be demonstrated without a regional emissions analysis,
per 40 CFR 93.109(c). This provision states that the regional emissions analysis
requirement applies one year after the effective date of EPA’s nonattainment
designation for a NAAQS and until the effective date of revocation of such NAAQS
for an area. The 1997 ozone NAAQS revocation was effective on April 6, 2015, and
the South Coast II court upheld the revocation. As no regional emission analysis is
required for this conformity determination, there is no requirement to use the latest
emissions model, or budget or interim emissions tests.
Therefore, transportation conformity for the 1997 ozone NAAQS can be
demonstrated by showing the remaining requirements in Table 1 in 40 CFR 93.109
have been met. These requirements, which are laid out in Section 2.4 of EPA’s
guidance and addressed below, include:
•

Latest planning assumptions (93.110)

•

Consultation (93.112)

•

Transportation Control Measures (93.113)

•

Fiscal constraint (93.108)

4.2 Latest Planning Assumptions
The use of latest planning assumptions in 40 CFR 93.110 of the conformity rule
generally applies to a regional emissions analysis. In the 1997 ozone NAAQS areas,
the use of latest planning assumptions requirement applies to assumptions about
transportation control measures (TCMs) in an approved SIP. However, the Centre
County SIP maintenance plan does not include any TCMs.

4.3 Consultation Requirements
The consultation requirements in 40 CFR 93.112 were addressed both for interagency
consultation and public consultation.
As required by the federal transportation conformity rule, the conformity process
includes a significant level of cooperative interaction among federal, state, and local
agencies. For this air quality conformity analysis, interagency consultation was
conducted as required by the Pennsylvania Conformity SIP. This included
conference call(s) or meeting(s) of the Pennsylvania Transportation-Air Quality Work
Group (including the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT), DEP,
EPA, FHWA, FTA and representatives from larger MPOs within the state).
Meeting and conference calls where conducted on October 23, 2019 and February 4,
2020 to review all planning assumptions and to discuss the template and content for
5

transportation conformity analyses in 1997 ozone orphan areas. Additional
consultation was conducted in July 2020 to review air quality significant projects.
The LRTP and associated conformity determination has undergone the public
participation requirements as well as the comment and response requirements
according to the procedures established in compliance with 23 CFR part 450,
CCMPO’s Public Participation Plan, and Pennsylvania's Conformity SIP. The draft
document was made available for a 30-day public review and comment period,
which included a public meeting.

4.4 Fiscal Constraint
The planning regulations, Sections 450.324(f)(11) and 450.326(j), require the
transportation plan to be financially constrained while the existing transportation
system is being adequately operated and maintained. Only projects for which
construction and operating funds are reasonably expected to be available are
included. The CCMPO, in conjunction with PennDOT, FHWA and FTA, has
developed an estimate of the cost to maintain and operate existing roads, bridges and
transit systems in the region and have compared the cost with the estimated
revenues and maintenance needs of the new roads over the same period. The
CCMPO LRTP has been determined to be financially constrained.

5.0 Conclusion
The conformity determination process completed for the CCMPO 2050 LRTP
demonstrates that these planning documents meet the Clean Air Act and
Transportation Conformity rule requirements for the 1997 ozone NAAQS.
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Appendix A
Regionally Significant Project List
Centre County

Project Name

Description
LRTP Regionally Significant Highway Projects

Route 26//Route 45
(Shingletown Rd.)
Intersection Safety
Improvements

Realignment of the intersection and installation of a full
functioning traffic signal is warranted at the intersection of
SR26 and SR45 and Nixon Road T334 in the village of Pine
Grove Mills located in Ferguson Township, Centre County.
Currently there exists a flashing traffic signal at this location.

EXIT 161 Bellefonte
Interchange

Construction of a new high speed I-80 Bellefonte Interchange
between I-80 and I-99 in Spring, Marion, and Boggs
Townships, Centre County.

SR 150/Phoenix
Ave. Intersection

Reconfiguration, realignment, and installation of a traffic
signal at the intersection of SR 150 and Phoenix Ave. in
Bellefonte Borough.

SR 64/550
Intersection
Improvement

SR 64/550 Intersection Safety Improvement project with
upgrades that could include reconfiguration/realignment of
the existing intersection to a standard "four way" design that
may incorporate a traffic signal, advanced warning devices,
access management improvements and a center turning lane
(approximately one half to three quarters of a mile) in Walker
Township, Centre County.

SR 550 & Saw Mill
Rd Intersection
SR 3014 North
Atherton Street
Signals
SR 26/SR 45 Pine
Grove Mills
Intersection
Atherton Street
Phase III

Installation of a westbound left turn lane on SR 550.
Improve efficiency of operations through the corridor by
upgrading traffic signals with latest adaptive technology.
Realignment of the intersection and installation of a full
functioning traffic signal if warranted at the intersection of
SR26 and SR45 and Nixon Road T334 in the village of Pine
Grove Mills located in Ferguson Township, Centre County.
Currently there exists a flashing traffic signal at this location.
Highway restoration work on State Route 3014, Atherton
Street. Work will include minor widening (approximately .7
mile eastbound and .7 mile westbound for a total of 1.4
miles).
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LRTP Regionally Significant Transit Projects

College - Beaver
Avenue Transit
Signal Priority (TSP)
and Intelligent
Transportation
Systems (ITS)

Implement transit signal priority and related ITS
technologies along the college and Beaver Avenue corridors
in State College Borough. The project area will include
intersections at Atherton Street, Burrowes Street / Road,
Fraser Street, Allen Street, Pugh Street, Garner Street /
Shortlidge Road, and the University Drive ramps.

Moshannon Valley
Park and Ride Lot

Construct improvements to an existing informal lot, or
construct a new lot, to accommodate a significant population
of those who commute via alternative mode - including
vanpooling and other ridesharing - and currently utilize
informal and unimproved locations.

Penns Valley Park
and Ride Lot

Construct improvements to an existing informal lot, or
construct a new lot, to accommodate a significant population
of those who commute via alternative mode - including
vanpooling and other ridesharing - and currently utilize
informal and unimproved locations.
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Appendix H
Environmental Evaluation
Introduction
This analysis is intended to help guide the CCMPO in making programmatic decisions about future
transportation improvements, and to provide information about how the improvements will impact the
transportation network and the community where projects are being advanced. This appendix
focuses on steps the CCMPO has taken to evaluate how projects may impact the natural
environment, as well as key cultural, historic, and other resources.
The CCMPO, PennDOT, and other project sponsors will use the analysis to inform the PennDOT
Connects process regarding the proximity of projects to resources. The Connects process may also
be used to identify potential approaches to avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating impacts to important
resources.
Centre County has many known resources including prime agricultural land, wetlands, floodplains,
geologic hazards (particularly sinkholes), historic structures and areas, possible archaeological sites,
high quality streams and public lands such as parks, game lands, and forests. Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) tools have been, and will continue to be, utilized to provide early
identification of potential resource impacts during periodic LRTP updates. LRTP 2050 projects and
key resources are illustrated on the maps beginning on page 0.
Although utilizing secondary source GIS data is not the same as site visits, data collection, and field
surveys, the GIS data provides a good source of information that can help project sponsors
document potential impacts to resources. Projects in the LRTP 2050 that intersect key resources will
require additional consideration and study through the PennDOT and local project development
processes to document potential impacts more accurately. This initial analysis can also help the
CCMPO to implement policies and potentially make funding commitments that would help sponsors
mitigate impacts to resources.
A summary presentation about this analysis was provided to federal and state environmental
resource review and permitting agencies and PennDOT Central Office Environmental Section staff
at PennDOT’s Agency Coordination Meeting (ACM) on August 26, 2020. The meeting provided an
opportunity for resource agencies to review and provide comments about the Draft LRTP 2050. The
ACM presentation is included at the end of this appendix.

Air Quality
The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 specify planning activities for metropolitan planning
organization (MPO) areas exhibiting air quality that is not in attainment with the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS). CAAA section 176(c) (42 U.S.C. 7506(c)) requires that federally funded
or approved highway and transit activities advanced by MPOs be consistent with (“conform to”) the
purpose of the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Conformity to the purpose of the SIP means that
transportation activities will not cause or contribute to new air quality violations, worsen existing
violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant NAAQS or any interim milestones. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) transportation conformity rules establish the criteria and
Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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procedures for determining whether MPO transportation plans, transportation improvement
programs (TIPs), and federally supported highway and transit projects conform to the SIP.
Prior to 2004, air quality in Centre County was in attainment with standards. In June 2004, new
standards designated Centre County as a non-attainment area for ozone. Subsequent air quality
measurements enabled Centre County to be redesignated as an attainment “maintenance” area. In
2013, federal legal proceedings changed the standards again, and Centre County was determined to
be in attainment with the NAAQS.
In 2018, the U.S. Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals vacated major portions of a rule impacting air
quality conformity requirements for the 1997 8-hour Ozone NAAQS. Although Centre County is still
considered an attainment area for all current air quality standards, the Eighth Circuit Court’s ruling
and subsequent guidance issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency require that Centre
County meet conformity requirements for the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. Thus, in 2020, air quality
conformity analyses were performed for the 2021-2024 Centre County TIP and the LRTP 2050. The
2020 Air Quality Conformity Determination Report for the LRTP 2050 is included in Appendix G.

Relationships
In order to maintain awareness about environmental resources in the transportation planning
process, there must be a fostering of relationships between CCMPO and various stakeholders. Staff
support for the CCMPO is provided by the two largest community planning agencies in the county:
the Centre County Planning and Community Development Office (CCPCDO) and the Centre
Regional Planning Agency (CRPA). These two agencies are either responsible for, or are involved
with, local, regional, and countywide community, land use, and transportation planning efforts. Thus,
the transportation planning staff within the two agencies works with a variety of public officials and
other public and private organizations, including the Centre County Conservation District and local
agricultural, environmental, and cultural/historic preservation organizations. These relationships help
identify potential issues early in the transportation planning process.
The CCMPO also enjoys a well-established, positive, and collaborative relationship with the
PennDOT Engineering District 2-0 Office, through all levels of the organization, including executive
management, project management, municipal services, and maintenance teams. The CCMPO also
has strong relationships within the PennDOT Central Office and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). Because FHWA and PennDOT are directly responsible for advancing many of the
transportation projects in Centre County, including obtaining environmental clearances and permits,
these relationships help keep the CCMPO informed about potential community and environmental
resource impacts associated with transportation needs and potential improvements.

Project Scoping
Because of a reduction in funding for the LRTP 2050 of over 35%, many projects included on the
previous LRTP 2044 were not able to be carried forward on the new plan. Very few new projects are
included in the LRTP 2050.
Because most of the projects are carryover, descriptions and potential scopes were originally
prepared prior to the adoption of the LRTP 2044 in 2018. Most of the projects on the LRTP 2050 are
smaller-scale bridge, safety, and asset management improvements, including a few studies intended
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to further define the scope of potential projects in certain corridors or at certain locations. Although
these projects may impact resources, most are unlikely to require a significant amount of new rightof-way.
Additional work will be needed to reassess project scopes because of the reduced funding allocation
for the plan, and the shift in emphasis on performance measures and asset management. As
PennDOT Connects coordination efforts proceed for the improvements, project scopes and the
identification of environmental resources will be updated and revised. The LRTP 2050 is anticipated
to be updated in the next 2-3 years to more fully integrate data-driven, performance-based planning
and asset management into the plan.
One major project included on the LRTP 2050, the State College Area Connector (SCAC), may lead
to significant transportation improvements and associated impacts to environmental features. The
SCAC project is entering the initial planning phase—the Planning and Environment Linkages (PEL)
study—which will determine project need(s) and purpose. The PEL study will also potentially result
in the identification and evaluation of alternative improvements. Because the project is advancing
into the first phase of the project development process, PennDOT will be the lead agency in
identifying environmental resources and evaluating potential impacts to the resources.

Goals and Objectives
Two goals of the LRTP 2050 and their defining objectives address sensitive community and
environmental resources, and the consistency with existing planning efforts. These goals also align
with Pennsylvania’s Keystone Principles and FHWA resiliency initiatives.
Goal 6 – Complement Planned Growth and Development Areas
a) Invest in transportation that is consistent with county, regional, and municipal
Comprehensive Plan documents
b) Serve existing and planned future growth areas
Goal 7 – Maintain the Environment and Air Quality Conformity
a) Maintain or improve air quality
b) Promote energy conservation and system resiliency through decreased exclusive reliance on
gasoline
c) Avoid negative impacts to endangered or threatened species, key natural habitats,
agricultural lands, and historic and cultural resources
Through the early identification in the PennDOT Connects process, and as transportation issues,
needs, and project scopes are then more specifically determined through PennDOT’s or another
sponsor’s project development process, the CCMPO will work with sponsors to assure that potential
improvements are consistent with the goals and objectives associated with environmental resources.
Certain environmental features and resources typically attract a high level of interest by officials and
the public in Centre County. The CCMPO will use this analysis to call sponsors’ attention to the
proximity of projects to these resources, which include but are not necessarily limited to:




Exceptional Value (EV) and High Quality (HQ) streams and wetlands
Water quality for recreational fishing
Groundwater/source water protection
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Stormwater management/flooding/resiliency
Agricultural lands, particularly agricultural easements
Historic resources
State forest and game lands
State and local parks

New or updated resiliency and climate adaption activities are also being implemented in Centre
County. These planning activities are often associated with impacts to, and protection of, sensitive
environmental features. In 2020, Centre County Government initiated an update to the Centre
County Hazard Mitigation Plan. One topic that is anticipated to be addressed in the updated Hazard
Mitigation Plan is planning for more frequent heavy rain events that result in flooding and major
damage to state and locally-owned roads, which are often located along EV or HQ streams.
The six municipalities in the Centre Region area of the County in the vicinity of State College have
prepared a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory and a Climate Action and Adaptation Plan
(CAAP). The transportation sector is an important part of the CAAP, particularly relative to GHG
emissions and resiliency concerns regarding the impacts of extreme weather events.
The CCMPO recognizes the importance of these planning activities and is committed to a
collaborative effort that will help mitigate negative impacts to sensitive environmental resources that
are associated in some way with the transportation system.

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation
The CCMPO's goal with implementing any transportation improvement project is the avoidance of
key resources. However, as illustrated on the maps that follow, the location of transportation
improvement projects may not allow for avoidance of sensitive environmental resources. Each map
depicts the challenges of maintaining and improving the transportation network while minimizing
impacts. Observations about key elements associated with resources are provided below:
Agricultural Lands and Conservation Easements
Given the topography and soil composition in the county, agricultural easements are located
in the southern half of the county, east of Bald Eagle Ridge. Because this portion of the
county includes the larger population centers and commercial activity centers, there are
many transportation projects proposed that could impact, or be impacted by, the agricultural
easements.
Archaeological Site Distribution
This map illustrates the intensity of archeological sites. There are a handful of transportation
projects potentially located within areas that contain over 40 archaeological sites, in
particular in the Bald Eagle Valley.
Historical Features
Centre County has many National Register Historic Sites, Historic Districts, and one Eligible
Historic District. Proposed transportation projects could impact resources in Phillipsburg,
State College, Bellefonte, and Penns Valley. The Penns Valley/Brush Valley Rural Historic
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District (eligible) covers and extensive land area. Much of the SCAC project PEL study area
is located within this eligible historic district.
Public and Recreational Land
Many state parks, forests, and gamelands are located within and adjacent to Centre County.
Although most of the lands dedicated to these uses do not appear to be impacted by
anticipated transportation projects, some locations such as the Rothrock State Forest are
traffic generators because of hiking and bicycling activity. There are locations where
proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities could have impacts to these resources.
Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Centre County may have the greatest challenge with these areas. Steep slopes of greater
than 25 percent cover a significant portion of the county. There are noted important bird
areas and exceptionally significant National Heritage Inventory biodiversity areas. Most of
the anticipated projects will need to be more closely reviewed during the project development
process to assess potential impacts to these resources.
Waste Sites
Waste sites will also pose a challenge for anticipated transportation projects. There are
storage tanks, municipal waste operations, land recycling clean-up locations, and captive
hazardous waste operations in many locations.
Wetlands, Floodplains, and Stream Quality
Centre County is known for the presence of streams and wetlands designated as
Exceptional Value or High Quality. Potential impacts to these resources may come from
projects associated with addressing more frequent flooding, as well as hillside and roadway
stabilization asset management efforts in narrow corridors along mountain ridges or in
mountain gap areas. Groundwater/source water protection is also a very high priority for
officials and the public. Planned transportation improvements with potential impacts to
sensitive groundwater recharge areas will be scrutinized in the project development process.
Historically Vulnerable Locations and Risk Assessment
Many areas of vulnerability are being documented, particularly with regard to severe weather
events. For example, flooding events in the Philipsburg area and Bald Eagle Valley area are
occurring more frequently, resulting in impacts to natural and community resources.
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Waste Sites
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Wetlands, Floodplains, and Stream Quality
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Historically Vulnerable Locations (Flooding) and Risk Assessment
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When avoidance is not feasible, project sponsors must focus on minimizing and mitigating impacts.
As part of these efforts, several minimization and mitigation strategies were developed for the
previous LRTP 2044 and are being carried forward in the LRTP 2050.
1. Alignment of CCMPO and local, regional and county land use planning efforts
2. Alignment of CCMPO and PennDOT processes
- Review of Highway Occupancy Permit and Traffic Impact Studies/Assessments
- CCMPO staff involvement with PennDOT Connects collaboration meetings, and
Design and Engineering & Environmental Scoping Field Views
3. Provide early education about environmental mitigation requirements to
candidate project sponsors applying for grant funding
- Transportation Alternatives Program
- Multi-Modal Transportation Program
- Green-Light Go Program
- Community Conservation Partnership Program
- Local Bridge Retroactive Reimbursement Program
4. Local resource agency coordination:
- Clearwater Conservancy
- Centre County Agricultural Preservation Program
- Centre County Historical Society
- Centre County Conservation District
5. Targeted outreach to federal and state environmental resource review agency
personnel
6. Participation in future updates of federal, state, local environmental and
planning documents
7. Enhanced alignment of CCMPO and PennDOT processes
8. Pilot for a local environmental resource review process modeled after the existing
Agency Coordinating Meeting:
- Municipal stormwater partners
- Centre County Historical Society (and/or other community historical groups)
- Clearwater Conservancy
- Local Water Systems
- Centre County Agricultural Preservation Program
- Centre County Conservation District
- Local Trout Unlimited, Sierra Club, Audubon Society
9. Identify projects that aid/enhance mitigation efforts
- Alternative Fuel Vehicles and Infrastructure
- Congestion mitigation/idling reduction projects
- Improved access to fisheries
- Historic/cultural resource interpretation
- Greenways and trails
Centre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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Centre County MPO
Long Range Transportation Plan 2050
PennDOT Agency Coordination Meeting
August 26, 2020
Tom Zilla
Principal Transportation Planner

Anne Messner
Senior Transportation Planner

We’re growing…
2010 pop. = 154,030
2019 pop. estimate = 162,385

2

3

What do We Do?
Help advance projects

Special Studies
Develop
solutions
to issues
Celebrate the Wins!
4

Current LRTP 2044

3

What’s Shaping the New LRTP 2050?
• 35% less funding = fewer projects
• Implementing data-driven,
performance-based planning
• More focus on asset management
• Lots of stakeholder input…
 Needs/issues that MPO can address with funding



Needs/issues that MPO staff can help with
Needs/issues outside of the MPO’s responsibility

Transitional plan that
will be updated in 2-3 years

48 meetings = 901 comments
4

Goals and Objectives
• Improve Safety and Security

• Improve Accessibility and Mobility Options for People and Freight

• Preserve the Existing Transportation system

• Complement Planned Growth and Development Areas

• Optimize System Management and Operation

• Enhance Economic Vitality

• Improve Integration and Connectivity of the
Transportation System

Maintain the Environment and Air Quality Conformity
 Maintain or improve air quality

 Promote energy conservation and system resiliency through decreased

exclusive reliance on gasoline
 Avoid negative impacts to endangered or threatened species,
key natural habitats, agricultural lands, and historic and cultural resources

4

How Can the Agencies Help?
•

What databases and info can we use?
(Our focus is early identification as part of PennDOT Connects)

•

What mitigation opportunities are recommended?

•

What’s the best way to communicate on a more regular basis?

4

4

Of note…
•
•

Old Route 220 Corridor
Route 550 Corridor

4

Of note…
•
•
•

Philipsburg area
Bald Eagle Valley
Route 445

4

Of note…
Penns Valley/Brush Valley
Rural Historic District
• 14 bridge projects in Penns Valley
•

4

Of note…
•
•

College Twp. sites
Route 150/Phoenix Ave.
intersection project

4

Of note…
•
•

Spring Creek Canyon
Scotia Barrens

4

Of note…
Rothrock State Forest
as a destination
• State and local parks
• ATV/off-road facilities
(Northern Centre County)
•

4

Of note…
•
•

Farm operations
Agricultural easements

4

Of note…
•
•
•
•

EV/HQ waterways, wetlands and floodplains
Groundwater/source water protection
Stormwater management/flooding/resiliency
Water quality for recreational fishing

4

Examples of Key Projects

4

State College Area Connector (SCAC)

4

Route 144
Runville Road
Drainage
Boggs Twp.
Roadway drainage
improvements
• Wallace Run
EV/HQ status

4

Route 150/Phoenix Ave. Intersection
Bellefonte Boro/Spring Twp.
Intersection
improvements
• Logan Branch
HQ status
• Waste sites
• Historic resources

4

Route 26/150 Intersection
Route 26 Causeway Bridge
Howard Twp.
Intersection
improvements
Bridge rehabilitation
• Bald Eagle State
Park/Sayers Lake
• Fishing activities
• Wetlands

4

Mitigation Strategies
• 9 strategies carried forward from LRTP 2044
• Focus is on coordination
• Partnerships with municipalities
 MS4 partners in the Centre Region
 Centre Region Climate Action and Adaptation Plan
 Flood mitigation in Philipsburg
 Drainage improvements countywide
 Centre County Hazard Mitigation Plan

5

Mitigation Strategies
• Coordination with PennDOT
• Cooperative efforts with conservation entities
like Clearwater Conservancy
• Pilot for local environmental resource review process

5

How Can the Agencies Help?
•

What databases and info can we use?
(Our focus is early identification as part of PennDOT Connects)

•

What mitigation opportunities are recommended?

•

What’s the best way to communicate on a more regular basis?

4

Timeline for LRTP Adoption
Key
Dates

Milestones/Actions

Mid-Aug 30-day public comment period begins
Aug 26
Sept 2
Sept 9
Mid-Sept
Sept 22

ACM presentation
Virtual public meeting from 6:00 – 7:00 pm
Technical Committee meeting – recommendation to adopt
30-day public comment period ends
Coordinating Committee meeting – adopt LRTP

19

Where is the Final Draft LRTP?

www.ccmpo.net

Click
here

19

How to Provide Input?
•

Comment at the September 2 public meeting

•

Call 814-231-3050 and leave a voicemail

•

Email to mlaird@crcog.net

•

Visit www.ccmpo.net , go to the LRTP 2050 page,
and fill out the comment form
19

How to Reach Us
CCMPO Staff Contacts

Centre Regional Planning Agency
814-231-3050
Tom Zilla - tzilla@crcog.net
Trish Meek - tmeek@crcog.net
Greg Kausch - gkausch@crcog.net

Centre County Planning & Community
Development Office
814-355-6791

Anne Messner – ammessner@centrecountypa.gov

www.ccmpo.net

20
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Appendix I
Coordinated Public Transit–Human Services
Transportation Plan
Introduction
Consistent with an Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO’s) charge, the Centre County
Metropolitan Planning Organization (CCMPO) presents this document to pursue—together with
local public transportation providers such as the Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA), the
Centre County Office of Transportation Services (CCOT), and private non-profit organizations —
federal transit funding under the Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities
Program, codified under 49 USC §5310.
The preparation of a Coordinated Public Transit–Human Services Transportation Plan (hereinafter
referred to as a “Coordinated Plan”) allows CATA, CCOT, and other local transportation providers
to participate in this competitive selection process, and potentially secure a new source of funding
with which to better serve the target populations of the program. Moreover, it serves as a robust
addition to both CCMPO’s countywide transportation planning and CATA’s service development
programs and presents a vital opportunity to better coordinate planning and operations across all
Centre County transportation and human service providers.
The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania receives the entire state apportionment of program funds for
all small urbanized and non-urbanized areas, and the agency designated by the governor of each
state has the principal authority and responsibility for administering program funds in urbanized
areas under 200,000 in population and non-urbanized areas. In Pennsylvania, this agency is the
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT). According to the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), designated recipients such as PennDOT:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

▪
▪
▪

Notify potentially eligible local entities of funding availability;
Develop project selection criteria;
Determine applicant eligibility;
Accept applications for program funding from eligible sub-recipients such as CATA, the
CCOT, and other local transportation providers;
Conduct a competitive selection process and award program funding grants;
Certify a fair and equitable distribution of funds;
Ensure that all sub-recipients comply with applicable federal requirements;
Monitor coordination between projects under the Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and
Individuals with Disabilities Program, and projects assisted by other federal sources, and
certify that each selected project was derived from a locally developed Coordinated Plan,
whose development process includes representatives of public, private, and non-profit
transportation and human service providers and members of the public;
Present the selected projects for inclusion in the LRTP for Centre County. Similarly, these
projects must be included in the applicable Transportation Improvement Program (TIP);
Oversee project audits and closeouts; and
Submit reports and statistics as required by FTA.
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Program Purpose
The stated program purpose is to improve mobility for seniors and individuals with disabilities by
removing barriers to transportation service and expanding transportation mobility options. This
program supports transportation services planned, designed, and carried out to meet the special
transportation needs of seniors and individuals with disabilities in all areas—large urbanized (over
200,000), small urbanized (50,000-200,000), and rural (under 50,000). Eligible projects include
both traditional capital investment and nontraditional investment beyond the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) complementary paratransit services.

Target Populations
The Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program has two distinct target
populations: elderly individuals and individuals with disabilities. Elderly individuals are those age 65
and older. Individuals with disabilities are defined in 49 USC § 5302(a)(5) as an individual who,
because of illness, injury, age, congenital malfunction, or other incapacity or temporary or
permanent disability (including an individual who is a wheelchair user and has semi-ambulatory
capability), cannot use effectively, without special facilities, planning, or design, public
transportation service or a public transportation facility. For the purposes of this program, the
definition essentially mirrors that of the ADA.

Program Funds
Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program funds are apportioned
among the states by a formula which is based on the number of elderly persons and persons with
disabilities in each state according to the latest available U.S. Census data. The annual
apportionment for each state is published in the Federal Register following the enactment of the
annual U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) appropriations act. Formula funds are also
further allocated by type of area, with large urbanized areas allocated 60% of available funds, and
small urbanized and rural areas each allocated 20% of available funds. States can transfer small
urban or rural allocations to large urbanized areas, but not the other way around.
Program funds come with local matching requirements. For eligible capital projects, the federal
share of costs may not exceed 80% of the net cost of the activity. For eligible operating assistance
projects, this federal share may not exceed 50% of the net cost of the activity. Sources of local
matching funds include the following:
▪
▪

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

State or local appropriations;
Other non-DOT federal funds (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families [TANF], Medicaid,
employment training programs, Rehabilitation Services, and Administration on Aging), so
long as these are directly used for activities included in the total net project costs of the
funding grant;
Dedicated tax revenues;
Private donations;
Revenue from human service contracts;
Toll revenue credits;
Net income generated from advertising and concessions; and
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▪

Non-cash sources such as donations, volunteered services, and in-kind contributions so
long as the value of each is documented and represents a cost that would otherwise be
eligible for funding under the program.

Eligible Activities
At least 55% of program funds must be used on capital projects. Examples include, but are not
necessarily limited to:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Buses and vans;
Wheelchair lifts, ramps, and securement devices;
Transit-related information;
Technology systems including scheduling / routing / one-call systems;
Mobility management programs; and
Acquisition of transportation services under a contract, lease, or other arrangement—both
capital and operating costs associated with contracted service are eligible capital expenses.
User-side subsidies are considered one form of eligible arrangement. Funds may be
requested for contracted services covering a time period of more than one year.

The remaining 45% percent of program funding can be used for other “nontraditional” projects.
Under the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), the Enhanced Mobility of
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program was modified to include projects eligible under the
discontinued Section 5317 (New Freedom) program, described as:
▪

Capital and operating expenses for new public transportation services and alternatives
beyond those required by the ADA, designed to assist individuals with disabilities and
seniors. Examples include:
o Travel training;
o Volunteer driver programs;
o Building an accessible path to a bus stop including curb-cuts, sidewalks,
accessible pedestrian signals, or other accessible features;
o Improving signage or wayfinding technology;
o Incremental cost of providing same day service or door-to-door service;
o Purchasing vehicles to support new accessible taxi, rides sharing, and / or
vanpooling programs; and
o Mobility management.

What is the Coordinated Plan?
As stated earlier in this document, projects selected for funding under the Enhanced Mobility of
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program must be derived from a locally developed
Coordinated Plan. This plan must be developed through a process that includes representatives of
public, private, and non-profit human services and transportation providers, as well as members of
the general public. To the extent feasible, other transportation providers, advocacy groups, human
service agencies, and passengers are to be encouraged to participate in coordination and planning
efforts.
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Essentially, the Coordinated Plan will identify the transportation needs of individuals in the target
population(s), provide strategies for meeting these local needs, and prioritize potential solutions for
funding and implementation. In this case, “local” refers to an area within the boundaries of Centre
County, Pennsylvania.

Guidance from FTA Circular C 9070.1G
At a minimum, the Coordinated Plan must include the following elements, consistent with available
resources and the complexity of the local environment:
▪
▪

▪
▪

An assessment of available transportation and human services that identifies current
providers (public, private, and non-profit) within Centre County;
An assessment of transportation needs for the each of the programs’ target populations.
According to FTA, this assessment can be based on the experiences and perceptions of the
planning partners or on more sophisticated data collection efforts, and should include an
identification of any gaps in existing service based on these needs;
Strategies and/or activities to address the identified gaps in service, and achieve
efficiencies in service delivery; and
Relative priorities for project implementation based on available resources, time, and
feasibility.

The Coordinated Plan must maximize program coverage by minimizing duplication of services and
identifying projects that will increase the overall efficiency of the Centre County public and human
service transportation networks. Moreover, the Coordinated Plan should incorporate existing and
planned activities offered under other programs sponsored by federal, state, and local agencies to
greatly strengthen its impact.
Throughout the federal rulemaking process, FTA has repeatedly held that a completed Coordinated
Plan that meets the elements listed above is required before Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and
Individuals with Disabilities Program funding can be awarded. It is perfectly acceptable to build
upon and modify existing Coordinated Plans, so long as all the required elements are still met.
FTA offers the following strategies for developing a Coordinated Plan that meets all the required
elements:
▪

▪

▪
▪

▪
▪

A community planning session or sessions with a diverse group of community stakeholders
within Centre County to identify needs and strategies and set priorities, perhaps in
cooperation or coordination with an already-existing planning process;
Use of the self-assessment tool contained in FTA’s publication The Framework for Action:
Building the Fully Coordinated Transportation System to assess progress toward
transportation coordination, and the included Facilitator's Guide to assemble an appropriate
stakeholder group;
A series of focus groups within various Centre County communities to provide opportunity
for greater input from a larger number of representatives;
Distribution and analysis of a survey instrument to evaluate unmet transportation needs
and/or available resources. Any surveys should be statistically valid and take accessibility
considerations into account;
Completion of a detailed study and analysis using inventories, interviews, GIS mapping, and
other research strategies; or
Some appropriate combination of the above methods.

Based on the complexity of existing transportation and human service networks within Centre
County, as well as the anticipated breadth of unmet transportation needs with respect to target
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populations within the county, it is expected that the methods listed above will need to be
successfully combined to yield the best possible results.
All federally mandated transportation planning processes must include a strong public participation
component. The planning process that yields Centre County’s Coordinated Plan is no exception.
This public participation requirement underscores the need for a balanced and comprehensive
array of plan development strategies as described in the preceding paragraph.
A Coordinated Plan requires consultation with an extensive list of Centre County stakeholders,
possibly including, but not limited to:
▪

Transportation partners:
o Area transportation planning agencies;
o Public transportation providers;
o Private transportation providers;
o Non-profit transportation providers;
o Past organizations funded under the Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals
with Disabilities Program; and
o Human service agencies funding, operating, and/or providing access to
transportation services.

▪

Passengers and advocates:
o Existing and potential riders, including both general and targeted population
passengers;
o Protection and advocacy organizations;
o Representatives from independent living centers; and
o Advocacy organizations working on behalf of targeted populations.

▪

Human service partners:
o Agencies that administer health, employment, or other support programs for targeted
populations;
o Non-profit human service provider organizations that serve the targeted populations;
o Job training and placement agencies;
o Health care facilities; and
o Mental health care providers.

▪

Other:
o Security and emergency management agencies;
o Economic development organizations;
o Faith- and community-based organizations;
o Representatives of the business community;
o Appropriate local and/or state officials and elected officials;
o School districts; and
o Other groups and individuals as appropriate.

It is expected that planning participants will have an active role in the development, adoption, and
implementation of the Coordinated Plan, and should help to identify the process for adoption of the
plan. Along with the completed plan, the CCMPO must have at its disposal a thorough
documentation of the efforts utilized to solicit public involvement, as well as the results of these
efforts.
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With the requirement for public participation comes the need to employ a wide range of public
outreach techniques, both to inform members of the community that a new planning process has
commenced, and to solicit input and advice from these members. FTA recommends a mix of the
following public outreach approaches:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Notices or flyers in centers of community activity;
Newspaper and/or radio announcements;
E-mail list distribution;
Website postings; and
Invitation letters to government agencies, transportation providers, human service agencies,
and advocacy groups;

Although the process to develop a Coordinated Plan is complex, there is ample opportunity to draw
statistics, findings, and recommendations from existing statewide, metropolitan, and agency-level
plans and reports. In fact, there should be appropriate consistency between the coordinated
planning process and metropolitan or statewide planning processes. Potential areas of overlap
may include, but are not limited to:
▪

▪
▪
▪
▪

Needs assessments based on the distribution of targeted populations and locations of
employment centers, employment-related activities, community services and activities,
medical centers, housing, and other destinations;
Inventories of transportation providers and resources, levels of service utilization,
duplication of service, and unused capacity;
Gap analysis;
Any grant or program eligibility restrictions; and
Any already existing, identified, and/or potential opportunities for increased coordination of
transportation services.

Moreover, the coordinated planning process and metropolitan and statewide planning processes
are free to utilize coordinated or common schedules, agendas, and strategies to minimize
duplication of time, effort, and cost.
Any projects identified in the coordinated planning process and selected for FTA funding through
the competitive selection process must be incorporated into both the LRTP and TIP by the CCMPO.
Accordingly, the coordinated planning process is paired with the update cycles for the Centre
County LRTP.

Plan Objectives
Based on CCMPO staff’s understanding of the information contained in FTA’s final circular for the
Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program, as well as additional
guidance received from PennDOT and the CCMPO Technical and Coordinating Committees,
CCMPO’s coordinated planning process is designed to accomplish the following objectives:
▪
▪

▪
▪

Enhance public awareness of the role of the CCMPO in transportation planning and
programming;
Present the goals, target populations, anticipated funding levels, and eligible activities of the
Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program to ensure the
consistency of all projects considered and put forward for funding;
Adhere to all federal and state requirements;
Conform to the generally accepted planning practices of the CCMPO;
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▪

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Ensure that the public, stakeholders, and CCMPO Technical and Coordinating Committee
members have the information needed for sound analysis and decision-making through the
following:
o Use reliable and verifiable data sources to establish a basic demographic and
socioeconomic profile of Centre County relative to the target populations
o Present existing knowledge and data relative to unmet transportation needs and
critical gaps in the transportation network
Establish a comprehensive inventory of transportation services available within Centre
County;
Allow ample opportunity for the general public to comment on the information contained
herein;
Allow the CCMPO staff to act as an independent facilitator of stakeholder discussion and
public comment;
Build lasting and productive relationships among the CCMPO, local transportation
providers, and human service agencies; and
Accurately synthesize the results of the public meetings and public comment period and
make recommendations accordingly.

Centre County Demographic Characteristics
In examining the coordination of public transit and human services transportation in Centre County,
it is critically important to understand the distribution of the target populations for the Enhanced
Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program—particularly low-income persons,
persons with disabilities, and senior citizens—within the county. This information, when considered
relative to the inventory of available transportation services in Centre County, helps to refine the
coordinated planning process by highlighting specific areas that present the greatest need for
transportation improvements.
Within this section, demographic data is presented relative to the following categories:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Population and density
Vehicle availability
Income and poverty
Labor force
Distribution of jobs
Distribution of age 65 and older population
Distribution of population with disabilities
Housing
Travel time to work

Population and Density
Centre County is a diverse area in terms of population and density. Although each census tract
nationwide is drawn to include a standard number of residents (generally between 2,500 and 8,000)
sharing similar socioeconomic characteristics, the area of each tract can vary widely. Accordingly,
Centre County—with both vast rural lands and a significant urban center—includes both areas of
very high and very low population density.
A table of Centre County population, land area, and population density by census tract follows. Of
the census tracts with a higher-than-average population density, most are in the immediate areas
surrounding State College and Bellefonte boroughs; however, significant population density also
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exists in the Philipsburg area as well. By contrast, areas that are very sparsely populated include
Burnside, Halfmoon, Rush, and Snow Shoe townships, and portions of the Mountaintop Region,
Nittany Valley, Upper and Lower Bald Eagle valleys, and the Penns Valley.
High population density implies a high potential for efficient, effective, and successful transit
operations. Conversely, serving sparsely populated areas with transit presents more challenges.
Accordingly, many of the most densely populated areas within Centre County fall directly within the
core CATABUS service area.
The population density of the county as a whole grew by 5.41% since the last coordinated planning
process took place.
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Centre County Population Density by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Decending Order by Number of Housing Units per Square Mile

Population Density
Census Tract
Total
Land Area (Persons per Square
Number
Census Tract Description
Population Square Miles
Mile)
125
State College Downtown
4,497
0.13
34,592.31
126
State College Highlands South
3,671
0.21
17,480.95
121
University Park East
6,120
0.36
17,000.00
120
State College Highlands North - Vallamont
5,841
0.54
10,816.67
124
State College Urban Village - Holmes-Foster
4,899
0.48
10,206.25
122
University Park West
5,243
0.56
9,362.50
128
State College Southwest - Greentree
6,172
0.67
9,211.94
123
State College - College Heights
2,287
0.54
4,235.19
111
Bellefonte
6,289
1.85
3,399.46
127
State College South - Penfield-Tusseyview
3,526
1.07
3,295.33
103
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
3,084
1.13
2,729.20
115.02
Ferguson Northwest
8,388
3.14
2,671.34
115.01
Ferguson Northeast
3,228
1.21
2,667.77
9812.02
Benner 2
3,687
4.23
871.63
114
Patton East
7,503
9.58
783.19
116
College North
4,685
7.23
647.99
113
Patton West
8,402
14.95
562.01
117.02
College South
5,462
11.00
496.55
110
Spring
7,741
27.13
285.33
112.01
Benner
5,555
27.53
201.78
118
Harris
5,612
31.21
179.81
119.02
Ferguson South
7,502
43.30
173.26
119.01
Halfmoon
2,755
23.60
116.74
107
Marion-Walker
6,142
60.41
101.67
106
Boggs-Milesburg
3,889
51.91
74.92
109
Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
7,290
106.23
68.62
101
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
4,340
85.60
50.70
105
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-Union-Worth
5,205
125.55
41.46
108
Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn
5,763
149.62
38.52
104
Rush
3,656
147.81
24.73
102
Burnside-Snow Shoe
3,009
174.22
17.27
Pennsylvania
12,791,181 44,742.70
285.88
Centre County, Pennsylvania
161,443
1,113
145.05
= Tracts with housing density greater than the countywide average
Sources: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map
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Households with No Available Vehicles
Centre County also features a wide disparity in terms of vehicle availability. Countywide, nearly
10% of households do not have a vehicle available for use.
A table of Centre County households with no available vehicles by census tract follows. Though
census tracts with a higher-than-average lack of vehicle availability generally fall close to State
College Borough and the Penn State campus, significant numbers of households without an
available vehicle also exist in Philipsburg Borough, as well as a portion of the Penns Valley. By
contrast, households in Halfmoon, Benner, Ferguson, Rush, and Spring townships are more likely
to have at least one vehicle at their disposal.
Though a lack of vehicle ownership may suggest that a given community is developed in such a
way that vehicle ownership is not critical (such as in State College Borough and the Penn State
campus), it can also imply a high level of transit dependence, especially when this is validated by
other socioeconomic indicators.
The percentage of households without an available vehicle fell slightly from 10.04% to 9.92% since
the last coordinated planning process took place.
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Centre County Occupied Housing with No Vehicle Available by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Decending Order by Percentage of Occupied Housing Units with No Available Vehicle

Housing Units with No
Occupied
Vehicle Available Housing Units Percentage of Total
Census Tract
Number of Occupied with No Vehicle Occupied Housing
Number
Census Tract Description
Housing Units
Available
Units
121
University Park East
5
5
100.00%
125
State College Downtown
1,648
910
55.22%
120
State College Highlands North - Vallamont
1,841
699
37.97%
124
State College Urban Village - Holmes-Foster
2,114
751
35.53%
126
State College Highlands South
1,445
357
24.71%
122
University Park West
133
20
15.04%
128
State College Southwest - Greentree
2,769
415
14.99%
108
Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn
1,883
277
14.71%
127
State College South - Penfield-Tusseyview
1,605
235
14.64%
103
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
1,461
185
12.66%
115.02
Ferguson Northwest
3,330
325
9.76%
113
Patton West
3,524
290
8.23%
111
Bellefonte
2,702
156
5.77%
117.02
College South
2,297
127
5.53%
101
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
1,676
92
5.49%
116
College North
1,431
76
5.31%
123
State College - College Heights
963
45
4.67%
115.01
Ferguson Northeast
1,337
61
4.56%
105
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-Union-Worth
2,089
95
4.55%
114
Patton East
2,783
105
3.77%
109
Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
2,859
106
3.71%
102
Burnside-Snow Shoe
1,170
43
3.68%
107
Marion-Walker
2,245
73
3.25%
106
Boggs-Milesburg
1,480
46
3.11%
118
Harris
2,239
66
2.95%
110
Spring
3,377
99
2.93%
104
Rush
1,363
25
1.83%
112.01
Benner
2,259
41
1.81%
119.02
Ferguson South
2,919
18
0.62%
119.01
Halfmoon
956
0
0.00%
9812.02
Benner 2
5
0
0.00%
Pennsylvania
5,025,132
552,690
11.00%
Centre County, Pennsylvania
57,908
5,743
9.92%
= Tracts with occupied housing units with no available vehicle greater than the countywide average
Sources: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map

Income and Poverty
Median Household Income
Throughout Centre County, median household income is about $58,055. However, it is important
to note that this median is skewed downward somewhat by the large, generally low-earning student
population in and around the Centre Region. Nevertheless, a significant disparity is present within
the county in terms of income.
A table of Centre County median family income by census tract follows. Excluding the student
population, for which a high level of transit service is already provided, significant proportions of
lower-income families are present in Bellefonte and Philipsburg boroughs, and portions of the
Lower Bald Eagle, Moshannon, and Penns valleys.
Households with a lower median family income represent an important target population for public
transit and human services transportation. Such households generally tend to be more transitdependent than average, and a well-developed transportation network can help these populations
access essential employment, educational, medical, and shopping opportunities.
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Countywide, median income rose 15.33% since the last coordinated planning process.
Centre County Median Household Income by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Ascending Order by Median Household Income

Census Tract
Median Household
Number
Census Tract Description
Income
125
State College Downtown
$
12,649
126
State College Highlands South
$
20,582
124
State College Urban Village - Holmes-Foster
$
22,335
120
State College Highlands North - Vallamont
$
24,609
122
University Park West
$
33,750
103
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
$
39,175
113
Patton West
$
41,140
115.02
Ferguson Northwest
$
45,141
128
State College Southwest - Greentree
$
51,308
111
Bellefonte
$
51,818
108
Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn
$
53,569
101
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
$
54,571
104
Rush
$
54,915
106
Boggs-Milesburg
$
58,547
102
Burnside-Snow Shoe
$
59,191
105
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-Union-Worth
$
61,644
109
Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
$
61,831
112.01
Benner
$
62,993
127
State College South - Penfield-Tusseyview
$
68,125
110
Spring
$
70,015
107
Marion-Walker
$
72,830
115.01
Ferguson Northeast
$
74,712
116
College North
$
76,089
114
Patton East
$
87,209
119.02
Ferguson South
$
95,606
117.02
College South
$
96,139
118
Harris
$
100,768
119.01
Halfmoon
$
106,875
123
State College - College Heights
$
112,868
121
University Park East
no data
9812.02
Benner 2
no data
Pennsylvania
$
59,445
Centre County, Pennsylvania
$
58,055
= Tracts with lower median household income than the countywide average
Sources: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map

Poverty Rate
Poverty is a condition in which a person or community is deprived of, or lacks the essentials for, a
minimum standard of well-being and life. Current government poverty guidelines specify a
maximum income of $20,000 for a family of 4. About 18% of the Centre County population has an
income falling below this standard, however, this rate is again skewed upward somewhat by the
large, generally low-earning student population in and around the Centre Region.
A table of Centre County poverty rates by census tract follows. Excluding the student population,
for which a high level of transit service is already provided, significant poverty rates exist in
Philipsburg Borough and portions of the Upper Bald Eagle Valley. By contrast, poverty is generally
much less prevalent in the suburban municipalities within and just outside of the Centre Region, as
well as in Spring and Rush townships.
As with low-income populations, persons in poverty represent an important target population for
public transit and human services transportation. Such persons generally tend to be more transitdependent than average. In fact, individuals and families in poverty represent the people in most
dire need of all manner of essential human services, including transportation.
The countywide poverty rate remained relatively constant at about 18.4% between coordinated
planning processes.
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Centre County Population in Poverty by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Decending Order by Percentage of Population in Poverty

Percentage of All
People Whose
Census Tract
Income is Below
Number
Census Tract Description
Poverty Level
121
University Park East
100.0%
125
State College Downtown
80.4%
120
State College Highlands North - Vallamont
64.2%
126
State College Highlands South
60.9%
122
University Park West
55.4%
124
State College Urban Village - Holmes-Foster
53.2%
115.02
Ferguson Northwest
34.7%
113
Patton West
33.9%
103
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
20.4%
128
State College Southwest - Greentree
20.0%
108
Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn
16.1%
116
College North
13.3%
106
Boggs-Milesburg
11.7%
123
State College - College Heights
9.6%
127
State College South - Penfield-Tusseyview
9.5%
105
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-Union-Worth
9.0%
109
Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
8.0%
102
Burnside-Snow Shoe
7.9%
118
Harris
7.6%
115.01
Ferguson Northeast
7.2%
119.02
Ferguson South
7.2%
112.01
Benner
6.9%
101
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
6.1%
107
Marion-Walker
6.1%
111
Bellefonte
5.8%
104
Rush
4.1%
114
Patton East
3.5%
117.02
College South
2.7%
110
Spring
2.3%
119.01
Halfmoon
1.7%
9812.02
Benner 2
0.0%
Pennsylvania
12.8%
Centre County, Pennsylvania
18.4%
= Tracts with percentage of people in poverty greater than the countywide average
Sources: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map

Percentage of Residents in the Labor Force
The civilian labor force is comprised of all individuals age 16 and older who are employed, are
temporarily absent from a job for a variety of reasons, furloughed, or are unemployed but available
for work and making specific efforts to find employment during the preceding four-week period.
Currently, about 57% of the persons in Centre County age 16 and older are considered part of the
labor force, with this rate skewed downward somewhat by the student population.
A table of the Centre County labor force by census tract follows. Excluding the student population,
for which a high level of transit service is already provided, there is relatively low participation in the
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labor force in Philipsburg Borough, and portions of the Mountaintop Region, Penns Valley, and
Lower Bald Eagle Valley.
Those individuals not in the labor force may have a permanent disability or be experiencing an
extended period of unemployment during which they have abandoned the search for a job. Areas
with low participation in the labor force represent specific areas where a certain level of need may
exist to connect individuals to essential services.
Countywide, participation in the labor force fell slightly from 58.9% to 57.3% since the last
coordinated planning process.
Centre County Labor Force Age 16 and Over by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Ascending Order by Percentage in Labor Force 16 and Over

Percent of Total
Persons in Labor Population Age 16
Census Tract
Force Age 16
and Older in Labor
Number
Census Tract Description
and Older
Force
9812.02
Benner 2
11
0.3%
121
University Park East
1,474
24.1%
122
University Park West
1,536
30.2%
120
State College Highlands North - Vallamont
1,997
35.1%
125
State College Downtown
1,905
42.5%
126
State College Highlands South
1,780
50.4%
116
College North
2,340
56.8%
112.01
Benner
2,706
57.5%
127
State College South - Penfield-Tusseyview
1,864
58.3%
103
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
1,521
58.4%
115.02
Ferguson Northwest
4,206
59.4%
117.02
College South
2,814
61.4%
102
Burnside-Snow Shoe
1,537
61.5%
113
Patton West
4,848
61.6%
109
Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
3,704
62.1%
101
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
2,355
62.7%
124
State College Urban Village - Holmes-Foster
2,965
63.0%
118
Harris
3,034
63.1%
115.01
Ferguson Northeast
1,702
63.3%
104
Rush
2,041
64.3%
105
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-Union-Worth
2,861
64.4%
108
Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn
2,715
64.7%
119.02
Ferguson South
3,948
65.5%
111
Bellefonte
3,536
67.4%
114
Patton East
4,031
68.2%
128
State College Southwest - Greentree
3,623
68.2%
107
Marion-Walker
3,411
69.5%
110
Spring
4,395
69.9%
123
State College - College Heights
1,409
72.3%
106
Boggs-Milesburg
2,338
73.3%
119.01
Halfmoon
1,590
74.8%
Pennsylvania
6,536,846
62.7%
Centre County, Pennsylvania
80,197
57.3%
= Tracts with percentage of persons age 16 and older in the labor force lower than countywide average
Sources: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map

Distribution of Jobs
Within Centre County, the Centre Region—and more specifically, State College Borough and the
Penn State University campus—are home to a dominant share of major employers and jobs. Other
employment centers are noted within the municipalities surrounding State College Borough, in the
Bellefonte and Milesburg areas, and in the Moshannon Valley.
A table of Centre County’s 25 leading employers is presented on this page. Not surprisingly, Penn
State University is by far the county’s largest job center. Federal, state, and county government are
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all present within the list, as are three school districts, four health care providers, all three major
Centre County grocery store chains, and several other retail and corporate entities.
It should also be noted that smaller businesses—both in the immediate State College area and
throughout Centre County—are an important source of employment as well. Nevertheless, this
information underscores the importance of transportation networks within the Centre Region, from
other portions of the county into the Centre Region, and across county lines.

Centre County Top 25 Employers
Listed in Descending Order by Number of Employees

Rank
Employer
Location
1
The Pennsylvania State University
University Park
2
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Various
3
Mount Nittany Medical Center
State College
4
State College Area School District
State College
5
Glenn O. Hawbaker, Inc.
State College
6
Wal-Mart / Sam's Club
State College
7
Centre County
Bellefonte
8
Geisinger Medical Group
State College
9
Mount Nittany Health System
State College
10
Weis Markets, Inc.
Various
11
United States of America
Various
12
Bellefonte Area School District
Bellefonte
13
Wegmans Food Markets, Inc.
State College
14
Restek Corporation
Bellefonte
15
Shaner Operating Corporation
State College
16
Accuweather, Inc.
State College
17
YMCA of Centre County
Various
18
Giant Food Stores, LLC
State College
19
Raytheon Company
State College
20
Bald Eagle Area School District
Milesburg
21
UHS of Pennsylvania, Inc.
Centre Hall
22
HRI, Inc.
State College
23
Sheetz, Inc.
Various
24
FourGSC, LLC
Various
25
United Parcel Service, Inc.
State College
Sources: Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry, 4th Quarter 2019
https://www.workstats.dli.pa.gov/Documents/Top%2050/Centre_County_Top_50.pdf

Distribution of Age 65 and Older Population
Centre County features a diverse mix of young children and families, college students, young
professionals, and older, more established residents. Currently, about 13.3% of Centre County
residents are age 65 and older. Moreover, these senior Centre County residents are widely
distributed in terms of geography.
A table of the distribution of age 65 and older residents within Centre County by census tract
follows. Populations in Rush Township, portions of College and Ferguson townships, Philipsburg
and Bellefonte boroughs, the Penns Valley, and portions of State College Borough have a largerCentre County Long-Range Transportation Plan 2050
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than-average proportion of residents age 65 and older. By contrast, and not unexpectedly, the
tracts including and immediately adjacent to the Penn State University campus are home to the
lowest proportions of older residents.
The countywide percentage of residents over the age of 65 increased from 11.7% to 13.3% since
the last coordinated planning process.
Persons age 65 and older are an important target population of the Enhanced Mobility of Seniors
and Individuals with Disabilities Program. It is critically important that projects under this program,
as well as transit services funded with assistance from the Pennsylvania Lottery, further the
connections between these populations and essential services.

Centre County Persons Age 65 and Older by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Decending Order by Percentage of Persons 65 and Older

Census
Number of Persons Percentage of Total
Tract
Age 65 Years and Population Age 65
Number Census Tract Description
Older
Years and Older
127
State College South - Penfield-Tusseyview
965
27.4%
104
Rush
865
23.7%
118
Harris
1,308
23.3%
115.01
Ferguson Northeast
729
22.6%
117.02
College South
1,163
21.3%
112.01
Benner
1,145
20.6%
103
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
622
20.2%
109
Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
1,443
19.8%
101
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
828
19.1%
102
Burnside-Snow Shoe
572
19.0%
111
Bellefonte
1,195
19.0%
105
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-Union-Worth
920
17.7%
119.02
Ferguson South
1,306
17.4%
110
Spring
1,340
17.3%
123
State College - College Heights
382
16.7%
106
Boggs-Milesburg
597
15.4%
107
Marion-Walker
932
15.2%
108
Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn
827
14.4%
114
Patton East
861
11.5%
119.01
Halfmoon
307
11.1%
113
Patton West
872
10.4%
116
College North
445
9.5%
115.02
Ferguson Northwest
724
8.6%
128
State College Southwest - Greentree
458
7.4%
120
State College Highlands North - Vallamont
259
4.4%
124
State College Urban Village - Holmes-Foster
157
3.2%
126
State College Highlands South
87
2.4%
9812.02
Benner 2
82
2.2%
125
State College Downtown
32
0.7%
121
University Park East
0
0.0%
122
University Park West
0
0.0%
Pennsylvania
2,229,861
17.4%
Centre County, Pennsylvania
21,423
13.3%
= Tracts with 65+ population greater than the countywide average
Source 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map
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Distribution of Population with Disabilities
Currently, about 9.6% of Centre County residents are persons with disabilities. Moreover, these
Centre County residents with disabilities are widely distributed in terms of geography.
A table of populations with disabilities within Centre County by census tract follows. Populations
mostly outside of the Centre Region—though not exclusively so—have a higher-than-average
percentage of residents with disabilities. By contrast, nearly all of the tracts within the Centre
Region seem to have a lower-than-average percentage of residents with disabilities.
The countywide percentage of residents with disabilities remained relatively flat, increasing from
9.4% to just 9.6% since the last coordinated planning process.
Persons with disabilities are an important target population of the Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and
Individuals with Disabilities Program. It is critically important that projects under this program
further the connections between these populations and essential services.
Centre County Population with a Disability by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Decending Order by Percentage of Population with a Disability

Percentage of Total
Civilian
Number of Civilian
Noninstitutionalized
Census Tract
Noninstitutionalized
Population with a
Number
Census Tract Description
Persons with a Disability Disability
103
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
623
20.2%
112.01
Benner
895
17.3%
106
Boggs-Milesburg
669
17.2%
102
Burnside-Snow Shoe
514
17.1%
101
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
678
15.6%
104
Rush
492
13.9%
127
State College South - Penfield-Tusseyview
477
13.7%
111
Bellefonte
798
13.2%
105
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-Union-Worth
672
12.9%
109
Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
927
12.8%
115.01
Ferguson Northeast
400
12.4%
107
Marion-Walker
699
11.4%
118
Harris
590
10.5%
108
Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn
593
10.3%
119.01
Halfmoon
284
10.3%
110
Spring
694
9.0%
113
Patton West
729
8.7%
117.02
College South
438
8.2%
114
Patton East
605
8.1%
115.02
Ferguson Northwest
674
8.1%
116
College North
355
7.6%
126
State College Highlands South
258
7.0%
119.02
Ferguson South
495
6.6%
123
State College - College Heights
123
5.4%
120
State College Highlands North - Vallamont
309
5.3%
128
State College Southwest - Greentree
296
4.9%
121
University Park East
285
4.7%
125
State College Downtown
169
3.8%
122
University Park West
168
3.2%
124
State College Urban Village - Holmes-Foster
109
2.2%
9812.02
Benner 2
0
0.0%
Pennsylvania
1,751,584
13.9%
Centre County, Pennsylvania
15,018
9.6%
= Tracts with percentage of population with a disability greater than the countywide average
Source 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map
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Median Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units
Centre County features a great disparity in terms of housing values. Currently, the median value of
an owner-occupied Centre County housing unit is about $220,500—well above the Pennsylvania
median.
A table of Centre County housing values by census tract is presented on this page. Excluding nonowner-occupied units on the Penn State Campus, census tracts with the most affordable housing
fall within Philipsburg and Bellefonte boroughs, the Mountaintop Region, Rush Township, the
Nittany Valley, and the Upper and Lower Bald Eagle valleys. By contrast, housing units within the
Centre Region are the least affordable.
The countywide median price for an owner-occupied housing unit rose by nearly 14.5% from
$192,600 since the last coordinated planning process.
The distribution of housing values within Centre County suggests relatively long commutes for
some members of the workforce, and a real barrier between the most needy portions of the
population and sustaining employment.
Centre County Median Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Ascending Order of Median Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units

Census Tract
Median Value of OwnerNumber
Census Tract Description
Occupied Housing Units
103
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
$104,200
104
Rush
$115,800
102
Burnside-Snow Shoe
$124,800
101
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
$143,700
106
Boggs-Milesburg
$152,500
108
Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn
$157,800
105
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-Union-Worth
$161,700
112.01
Benner
$180,600
111
Bellefonte
$182,600
110
Spring
$183,700
107
Marion-Walker
$211,200
116
College North
$222,600
109
Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
$227,500
127
State College South - Penfield-Tusseyview
$246,800
128
State College Southwest - Greentree
$247,500
113
Patton West
$258,200
115.01
Ferguson Northeast
$274,900
115.02
Ferguson Northwest
$278,000
114
Patton East
$279,100
126
State College Highlands South
$279,800
119.02
Ferguson South
$285,100
117.02
College South
$288,900
120
State College Highlands North - Vallamont
$292,900
119.01
Halfmoon
$293,000
118
Harris
$298,000
124
State College Urban Village - Holmes-Foster
$365,000
123
State College - College Heights
$426,700
121
University Park East
122
University Park West
125
State College Downtown
9812.02
Benner 2
Pennsylvania
$174,100
Centre County, Pennsylvania
$220,500
=Tracts with median home value greater than the countywide average
Source: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map
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Mean Travel Time to Work
Centre County workers tend to have shorter commute times than the Pennsylvania average, with a
current mean commute time of just over 20 minutes. This is much lower than the Pennsylvania
average of about 27 minutes, owing in part to the proximity of major employers.
A table of Centre County mean travel times to work by census tract follows. In general, the tracts
with longer commute times are in outlying Centre County, while those with shorter commute times
are in the Centre Region and Bellefonte areas, suggesting prevailing commutes to the nexus of
employment within the Centre Region.
Relatively short commutes within Centre County indicate a more favorable balance between jobs
and housing in the Centre Region, and comparatively low traffic congestion for an urbanized area.
Longer commutes suggest areas where public transit can play a role in meeting transportation
challenges.
Centre County Mean Travel Time to Work by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Decending Order of Mean Travel Time to Work for Those Not Working at Home

Census
Tract
Mean Travel Time to Work in
Number Census Tract Description
Minutes
103
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
34.0
102
Burnside-Snow Shoe
32.0
101
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
31.3
104
Rush
29.1
108
Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn
28.2
109
Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
28.1
105
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-Union-Worth
26.7
119.01
Halfmoon
24.5
106
Boggs-Milesburg
22.7
107
Marion-Walker
22.7
112.01
Benner
22.3
110
Spring
20.9
119.02
Ferguson South
19.8
113
Patton West
18.5
120
State College Highlands North - Vallamont
18.4
125
State College Downtown
18.1
128
State College Southwest - Greentree
17.9
111
Bellefonte
17.6
116
College North
17.2
114
Patton East
16.7
126
State College Highlands South
16.5
118
Harris
16.3
115.01
Ferguson Northeast
16.1
123
State College - College Heights
15.6
127
State College South - Penfield-Tusseyview
15.2
124
State College Urban Village - Holmes-Foster
15.1
117.02
College South
15.0
115.02
Ferguson Northwest
14.3
121
University Park East
12.2
122
University Park West
12.1
9812.02
Benner 2
Pennsylvania
26.9
Centre County, Pennsylvania
20.3
=Tracts with mean commute time greater than the countywide average
Source 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates
https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area#map
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Centre County Census Tracts by Need Index
Considering the extent of the demographic data presented previously in this document, CCMPO
staff has developed a “public transit–human service need index” for each census tract within Centre
County. This index overlays demographic data elements, offering stakeholders and the general
public one method for determining where the greatest needs exist and helping to focus the
coordinated planning effort.
To develop this need index, each census tract within Centre County was assigned an individual
ranking in the following key areas:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Population density (high to low)
Vehicle availability (low to high)
Income (low to high)
Poverty rate (high to low)
Labor force participation (low to high)
Age 65 and older population (high to low)
Percentage of persons with disabilities (high to low)
Housing values (low to high)
Commute time (high to low)

These individual relative rankings were then assembled into an average ranking, and then further
assembled into a relative ranking. This approach, which assumes that each key indicator carries
an equal weight, attempts to define the census tracts exhibiting higher and lower need for public
transit and human services, on average, across all areas.
The following table presents the need index by census tract, and displays the factors used to
calculate the index.

Centre County Public Transit - Human Service Need Index by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Ascending Order by Average Rank for Key Demographic Indicators

Census
Tract
Number
103
125
120
126
127
101
102
121
112.01
108
113
111
122
104
109
105
115.02
106
128
124
115.01
116
107
117.02
118
110
123
114
119.02
9812.02
119.01

Persons
Population Vehicle
Age 65 and with
Housing
Commute
Census Tract Description
Density
Availability Income
Poverty
Labor Force Older
Disabilities Value
Time
Philipsburg - South Philipsburg
11
10
6
9
10
7
1
1
1
State College Downtown
1
2
1
2
5
29
28
----16
State College Highlands North - Vallamont
4
3
4
3
4
25
25
23
15
State College Highlands South
2
5
2
4
6
27
22
20
21
State College South - Penfield-Tusseyview
10
9
19
15
9
1
7
14
25
Curtain-Howard-Liberty
27
15
12
23
16
9
5
4
3
Burnside-Snow Shoe
31
22
15
18
13
10
4
3
2
University Park East
3
1
----1
2
30
27
----29
Benner
20
28
18
22
8
6
2
8
11
Haines-Miles-Milheim-Penn
29
8
11
11
22
18
14
6
5
Patton West
17
12
7
8
14
21
17
16
14
Bellefonte
9
13
10
25
24
11
8
9
18
University Park West
6
6
5
5
3
31
29
----30
Rush
30
27
13
26
20
2
6
2
4
Centre Hall-Gregg-Potter
26
21
17
17
15
8
10
13
6
Huston-Port Matilda-Taylor-Union-Worth
28
19
16
16
21
12
9
7
7
Ferguson Northwest
12
11
8
7
11
23
20
18
28
Boggs-Milesburg
25
24
14
13
30
16
3
5
9
State College Southwest - Greentree
7
7
9
10
26
24
26
15
17
State College Urban Village - Holmes-Foster
5
4
3
6
17
26
30
26
26
Ferguson Northeast
13
18
22
20
19
4
11
17
23
College North
16
16
23
12
7
22
21
12
19
Marion-Walker
24
23
21
24
27
17
12
11
10
College South
18
14
26
28
12
5
18
22
27
Harris
21
25
27
19
18
3
13
25
22
Spring
19
26
20
29
28
14
16
10
12
State College - College Heights
8
17
29
14
29
15
24
27
24
Patton East
15
20
24
27
25
19
19
19
20
Ferguson South
22
29
25
21
23
13
23
21
13
Benner 2
14
31
----31
1
28
31
--------Halfmoon
23
30
28
30
31
20
15
24
8
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Average
Relative
Rank
Rank
6.22
1
10.50
2
11.78
3
12.11
4
12.11
4
12.67
6
13.11
7
13.29
8
13.67
9
13.78
10
14.00
11
14.11
12
14.38
13
14.44
14
14.78
15
15.00
16
15.33
17
15.44
18
15.67
19
15.89
20
16.33
21
16.44
22
18.78
23
18.89
24
19.22
25
19.33
26
20.78
27
20.89
28
21.11
29
22.67
30
23.22
31
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The top one-third of the ranking includes Philipsburg Borough, portions of State College Borough,
the Lower Bald Eagle Valley, the Mountaintop Region, Benner Township, and the eastern portion of
Penns Valley. The middle one-third includes portions of the Center Region, Bellefonte Borough,
Rush Township, the western portion of Penns Valley, the Upper Bald Eagle Valley, and other
portions of State College Borough. The lower one-third of the rankings includes mostly census
tracts from the Centre Region and the Nittany Valley.

Transportation Providers
A comprehensive accounting of public transportation, ridesharing, demand-responsive, microtransit,
university-related, intercity bus, taxi, transportation network company (TNC), and car-sharing
services are presented in Chapter 3 (Existing Conditions) of the main Long-Range Transportation
Plan (LRTP) document.

Candidate Transportation Projects
As mentioned earlier in this document, PennDOT advised CCMPO staff to draw potential candidate
projects from existing planning documents, including the LRTP, TIP, and CATA strategic plan.
Each candidate project must meet the intent of the funding program, be oriented toward target
populations in the areas of greatest need, and be assigned a relative priority through coordination
with stakeholders and input from the general public.
Accordingly, the CCMPO presents the following candidate projects, which are described below:

2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
▪

CATA Operating Assistance – CATA's estimate of federal, state, and local assistance that
will be needed to cover the cost of day-to-day operations during TIP years 2021 through
2024 not directly covered by farebox revenues, pass sales, and purchase of service
agreements.

▪

CCOT Operating Assistance – CCOT's estimate of state and local assistance that will be
needed to cover the cost of day-to-day operations during TIP years 2021 through 2024 not
directly covered by farebox revenues, pass sales, and purchase of service agreements.

▪

Replace Paratransit Vehicles – Purchase of paratransit vehicles for the Centre Area
Transportation Authority and Centre County Office of Transportation Services to replace the
existing fleet as it meets / exceeds useful life and thus allow the agencies to accommodate
the demand for paratransit services.

▪

Replace Vanpool Vehicles – Purchase of vans for the Centre Area Transportation Authority
to replace the existing fleet as it meets / exceeds useful life and thus allow the agency to
accommodate the demand for vanpool services.

▪

Replace Buses – Purchase of buses for the Centre Area Transportation Authority to replace
the existing fleet as it meets / exceeds useful life and thus allow the agency to
accommodate the demand for fixed-route bus services.

▪

Replace Microtransit Vehicles – Purchase of microtransit for the Centre Area Transportation
Authority to replace the existing fleet as it meets / exceeds useful life and thus allow the
agency to accommodate the demand for microtransit services.
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▪

Purchase Expansion Microtransit Vehicles – Purchase of microtransit vans for the Centre
Area Transportation Authority to expand the existing fleet and thus allow the agency to
accommodate increasing demand for microtransit services.

▪

Purchase Expansion Buses – Purchase of buses for the Centre Area Transportation
Authority to expand the existing fleet and thus allow the agency to accommodate increasing
demand for fixed route bus services.

▪

Advanced Public Transportation Systems (APTS) – Purchase and installation of hardware,
software, and equipment to expand the capabilities of the Centre Area Transportation
Authority's existing advanced public transportation systems. Examples include additional
wayside signage at key stops, installation of security cameras and real-time video
recording, installation of electronic fare collection, and improvement of vehicle monitoring
and engine diagnostics.

▪

Shelters and Amenities – Add new bus shelters and related amenities as needed within the
Centre Area Transportation Authority's service area. Examples may include signs, sign
poles, concrete stop pads, sidewalk segments, trash cans, and solar panels.

▪

Major Bus and Building Parts – Purchase of bus and building parts (engines, transmissions,
differentials, A/C units, etc.) which cost more than $300 to reduce operating expenses for
the maintenance of the Centre Area Transportation Authority's revenue vehicles.

Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 2050
▪

Operating Assistance – Annual line item.

▪

Replacement Vehicles – Annual line item.

▪

Expansion Vehicles – Annual line item.

▪

Advanced Public Transportation Systems (APTS) – Annual line item.

▪

Shelters and Amenities – Annual line item.

▪

Major Bus and Building Parts – Annual line item.

▪

College Avenue Transit Facilities – Improve three existing CATA bus stops along College
Avenue in State College Borough: at Heister Street, Allen Street, and University Club.
These stops are served by the majority of CATA's fixed routes and utilized by significant
numbers of student and community-based riders. Improvements may include safe curbing
area, adequate staging capacity, shelter, lighting, and pedestrian and bicycle connections.

▪

CATA Service Area Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Study – Examine the state of the practice in
implementing BRT elements, the effectiveness of these elements, and the opportunities to
utilize such elements to improve operating efficiency and passenger throughput along a
number of high-density corridors within the CATA fixed-route service area.

▪

College – Beaver Avenue Transit Signal Priority (TSP) and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS) – Implement transit signal priority and related ITS technologies along the
College and Beaver Avenue corridors in State College Borough. The project area will
include intersections at Atherton Street, Burrowes Street / Road, Fraser Street, Allen Street,
Pugh Street, Garner Street / Shortlidge Road, and the University Drive ramps.

▪

Regional Park-and-Ride Lot Study – Update the previous 1997 study to account for
changing commute patterns in the region, provide the opportunity to re-prioritize existing
potential sites, add new sites as appropriate, identify potential environmental issues early in
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the site selection and design processes, and work with PennDOT District 2-0 and other
stakeholders to maximize opportunities for use of public right-of-way.
▪

Moshannon Valley Park and Ride Lot – Construct improvements to an existing informal lot,
or construct a new lot, to accommodate a significant population of those who commute via
alternative mode—including vanpooling and other ridesharing—and currently utilize informal
and unimproved locations.

▪

Penns Valley Park-and-Ride Lot – Construct improvements to an existing informal lot, or
construct a new lot, to accommodate a significant population of those who commute via
alternative mode—including vanpooling and other ridesharing—and currently utilize informal
and unimproved locations.

▪

CCOT Operations and Storage Facility Upgrade – Construct or lease an expanded and
updated operations and vehicle storage location for the CCOT at a Centre County facility to
be determined.

Public and Stakeholder Involvement
30-Day Public Comment Period
The Coordinated Plan was, along with the rest of the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)
2050, advertised on August 14, 2020, for a 30-day public comment period which concluded on
September 14, 2020. No questions or comments were received.

Public Meeting
In conjunction with the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 2050, a public meeting for the
Coordinated Plan was held September 2, 2020, via the Zoom videoconferencing platform. No input
was received specific to the Coordinated Plan.

Human Service Transportation Stakeholders
FTA guidance with respect to the Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities
Program specifies that all projects selected for funding under these programs must be derived from
a locally developed Coordinated Plan. This plan must be developed through a process that
includes representatives of public, private, and non-profit human services and transportation
providers as well as members of the general public. To the extent feasible, other transportation
providers, advocacy groups, human service agencies, and passengers shall be encouraged to
participate in coordination and planning efforts.
Along with the background information contained in the preceding sections, documentation of the
actions described immediately above will form the core of CCMPO’s final Coordinated Plan.
Accordingly, CCMPO has developed a range of stakeholders that includes members of the
following types of organizations:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Transportation service providers
Human service agencies and advocacy groups
Faith-based organizations
Economic development agencies
Employers and educational institutions

A list of stakeholders is presented in the following table.:
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Name

Title

Agency

Agency Type

Location

Rebekah
Cunningham

Chief Executive
Officer

The Arc – Centre
County

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

State College

Vickey Confer

Center Manager

Bellefonte Senior
Resource Center

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

Bellefonte

Pauline Raab

Executive
Director

CenClear Child
Services, Inc.

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

Bigler

William Zupich

Executive
Director

Central Pennsylvania
Community Action,
Inc.

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

Clearfield

Louwana Oliva

Executive
Director / Chief
Executive Officer

Centre Area
Transportation
Authority

Transportation
Service Provider

State College

Lori Haines

Executive
Director

Centre County
Housing Authority

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

Bellefonte

Natalie Corman

Administrator

Centre County
Mental Health /
Intellectual
Disabilities / Early
Intervention and
Drug & Alcohol
Office

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

State College

Faith Ryan

Director

Centre County Office
of Adult Services

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

Bellefonte

Kenneth
Pendleton

Director

Centre County Office
of Aging

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

Bellefonte

David Lomison

Director

Centre County Office
of Transportation

Transportation
Service Provider

Milesburg

Brian Querry

Director

Centre County Office
of Veterans' Affairs

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

Bellefonte

Wendy Vinhage

Executive
Director

Centre County
United Way

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

State College

Leanne Lenz

Executive
Director

Centre Helps

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

State College

Cindy Stahlman

Supervisor

Centre Region Active
Adult Center

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

State College

Anne Ard

Executive
Director

Centre Safe

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

State College

Jessica Confer

Director

Easter Seals Central
Region – State
College Division

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

State College

Nicole
Summers

Executive
Director

FaithCentre, Inc.

Faith-Based
Organization

Bellefonte

Jonathan
Berzas

President / Chief
Executive Officer

Fullington Auto Bus
Company

Transportation
Service Provider

State College

Noreen Byers

President

Handy Delivery, Inc.

Transportation
Service Provider

State College
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Name

Title

Agency

Agency Type

Location

Robin Cooke

President

Hearing Loss
Association of
America - Central
Pennsylvania
Chapter

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

State College

Morgan
Wasikonis

Executive
Director

Housing Transitions,
Inc.

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

State College

Curt Knouse

Executive
Director

Interfaith Human
Services

Faith-Based
Organization

State College

Amy Wilson

Executive
Director

Mid-State Literacy
Council

Human Service
Agency / Advocate

State College

Stan LaFuria

Executive
Director

Moshannon Valley
Economic
Development
Partnership

Economic
Development Agency

Philipsburg

Omer Ahmed

Founder and
Chief Executive
Officer

Nittany Express, Inc.

Transportation
Service Provider

State College

Judy Fitzgerald

Site Administrator

PA CareerLink
Centre County

Economic
Development Agency

Bellefonte

Rob DeMayo

Director of
Transportation

Penn State
University

Major Employer /
Educational
Institution

University
Park

Paula Snyder

Center Manager
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Survey Instrument
Each stakeholder was forwarded a copy of the draft Coordinated Plan, and asked the following five
questions:
1) What do your agency and your clients consider to be the most critical transportation gaps
to, from, and within Centre County, and why?
2) How have transportation services to, from, and within Centre County improved for your
agency and clients over the last 5 years? How have they worsened?
3) Does your agency currently provide transportation services directly to clients? If so, please
describe.
4) Which of the candidate projects presented on the Centre County Long-Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) 2050 and 2021-2024 Centre County TIP would be most
beneficial to your agency and clients, and why?
5) Are there any additional potential projects beyond those presented on the Centre County
Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 2050 and 2021-2024 Centre County TIP that
would be beneficial to your agency and clients, and why?
No input was received with respect to the five survey questions.
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Appendix J
Public Comment on the Draft LRTP

Public Comment Period Summary and Responses
List of Changes in Final Document

Centre County Metropolitan Planning Organization (CCMPO)
2020 Centre County Air Quality Conformity Analysis
Centre County Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 2050
Public Comment Period Summary
I.

When Was the Draft Air Quality Conformity Report and Draft LRTP 2050 Made
Available for Public Comment?

August 13, 2020

The Draft Air Quality Conformity Report and Draft LRTP 2050 documents were posted on the
CCMPO’s website. The website included the option of submitting an online comment form.

August 14, 2020

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. Notices included the dates for the start and conclusion of the comment
period; the locations at which the Air Quality Conformity Report and LRTP 2050 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 approving the Conformity Report,
and the LRTP 2050.

August 14, 2020

A notice about the public comment period was advertised on the C-NET public access cable
television. A press release was sent to 67 broadcast and print media outlets, including web-based
community news publishers serving Centre County. A Facebook post was created and shared; 308
people were reached, with 29 post engagements.

August 14, 2020

A notice was emailed and mailed to nine Native American Tribes and Nations whose ancestors had
at one time lived in Centre County. The notice directed tribal representatives to the website, where
all documents could be accessed.

August 14, 2020

A notice was 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 and the public meeting.

August 14, 2020

A notice was emailed to 263 persons on the mailing list for CCMPO meetings and reports. The
notice included the website address to access the documents and the dates for the public comment
period and public meeting. The mailing list includes local officials and citizens, committee members,
and staff members for federal and state legislators.

August 14, 2020

A notice was emailed to 89 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 web address to access
the documents and the dates for the public comment period and public meeting.

September 2, 2020

A Public Meeting was held via the Zoom meeting platform from 6:00 p.m. 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) and the
PennDOT District 2-0 Office were present to respond to questions and receive comments.

September 14, 2020 The 30-day public comment period concluded at 12:00 p.m.
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II.

Public Comments and Responses

Comments received via written correspondence, online comment form, telephone, or
email (copies of written correspondence are attached).
Comments are in BOLD and staff responses are in ITALICS.
Agency/
Individual
1
Ralph
Stewart
Bellefonte
Borough
Council

Summary of Comments and Responses
On behalf of Bellefonte Borough Council, I am writing to provide comments on
the above- referenced Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). Please make it a
high priority to address transportation issues related to the S.R. 150 corridor in
Bellefonte Borough. The issues include:
• Phoenix Avenue and Mill Street Intersections redesign
• The failing structural stone wall support for S.R. 150 near the Big Spring
• The redevelopment of the former Cerro complex (in Spring Township) related traffic on S.R. 144 coming into the Borough
• Pedestrian and bicycle access to/from the former Cerro Complex
This small section of Bellefonte Borough and Spring Township (vicinity of SR
144 and 150, Phoenix Avenue) has tremendous potential for economic
development, multi-municipal cooperation and intermodal connectivity. We
must have a well-planned and updated transportation system! Please add this
project to the LRTP and consider making it a high priority in your TIP
programming. Please do not hesitate to contact the Borough with any
questions.

The MPO staff acknowledged receipt of the comments.
In late 2019, PennDOT completed a Feasibility Study for the Route 150/Phoenix Avenue
intersection, which includes the Mill Street corridor, and is presenting the results to local
officials. Because of fiscal constraints, funding was not included for the next phase
(preliminary engineering) on the 2021-2024 Centre County Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). The preliminary engineering phase may be included on the next 2023-2026
TIP. The project is included in the 2025-2028 period of the LRTP.
Repairs to the stone wall supporting Route 150 along Spring Creek are included as part of
PennDOT’s 2020 Bridge Preservation project, which is funded on the 2019-2022 and 20212024 TIPs. Repairs should be completed in the next year.
Regarding pedestrian and bicycle access to/from the former Cerro/Titan Energy complex
along Route 144, the CCMPO has not historically allocated funding on the TIP for standalone pedestrian and bicycle projects. Occasionally such improvements can be included
with roadway and/or bridge projects that are on the TIP.
Municipalities or other local sponsors have advanced stand-alone pedestrian and bicycle
projects using special grant funding programs from PennDOT’s Transportation Alternatives
(TA) Program or one of Pennsylvania’s Multimodal Transportation Fund programs. MTF
program funding is available from PennDOT, or the Commonwealth Financing Authority via
the PA Department of Community and Economic Development (DCED).
The most effective approach for Bellefonte Borough and Spring Township to advance
ped/bike access improvements in the Route 144 corridor is to work cooperatively to apply
for funding from the TA or MTF programs. MPO staff is available to assist the municipalities
in developing a candidate project and preparing an application(s).
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2
Janet Swim
via email

First, I am impressed with all the thought and effort that has gone into the
document. I would like to have more done with regard to environmental
considerations. I consider quality of life and bicycles to be included within this
domain. Thus, my comments are mostly along these lines.

The MPO staff acknowledged receipt of the comments.
Goal 7 – Maintain the Environment and Air Quality Conformity
This seems to limit the scope of what should be reviewed and covered.
I’ve added in recommendations, highlighted in yellow to make this goal capture
more information that I think should be covered and reviewed.
a. Maintain or improve air and water quality and noise levels.
• That is, please add in other environmental indictors. They are
noted in various parts of the report but it would be helpful to raise
as top level goals.

The development of the LRTP’s Goals and Objectives is guided by transportation planning
factors and planning emphasis areas set forth in federal regulations. The Goals and
Objectives were originally prepared with extensive input by the CCMPO Committees and
revised for the LRTP 2050 based on input from the CCMPO’s LRTP Subcommittee, which
was comprised of members from both MPO Committees.
Objective A is intended to specifically address air quality because the CCMPO is subject to
air quality conformity determinations under federal law and regulations. The MPO does not
have direct responsibility for maintaining the quality of other environmental features that
are mentioned in the LRTP, as that responsibility typically rests with project sponsors.
However, the MPO staff will review the plan to identify other environmental features or
indicators that could be added to Objective A in future plan updates.
c. Avoid negative impacts to nonhuman species, especially endangered or
threatened species, key natural habitats, agricultural lands, and historic
and cultural resources.
• That is, please expand concern about nonhuman species beyond
those that are endangered and threatened.

Objective C focuses on specific environmental features that were of importance to the MPO
Committees when the goals and objectives were originally prepared. Although the current
list is not all inclusive, including the avoidance of all non-human species that are not
designated as threatened and endangered may expand the scope of impact assessment
beyond the responsibility of the MPO and project sponsors.
Assessments of environmental impact
• Similar to goals for decrease in deaths and serious accidents, I’d like to
see COGDOP Include emission reduction goals and projected assessment
how changes in transportation decisions effect emissions. For example,
how much does expanding the airport and projected increase in traffic
increase emissions in our area? It appears that Cogdop is waiting for
municipalities to set goals. Can Cogdop take a lead here?

The CCMPO may consider the establishment of goals for emissions reductions, but more
information and coordination with key stakeholders is needed before goals can be
established. This is an extensive effort that must be considered in terms of the resources
needed to develop specific goals, particularly because mobile source emissions are not
limited to residents/generators within Centre County. In the interim, the efforts being
undertaken by the Centre Region Council of Governments, individual municipalities in the
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Centre Region and Bellefonte Borough, Penn State University and other stakeholders will
provide a starting point and foundation for potentially developing goals at a countywide
level.
•

How much of the funding is dedicated to energy efficiency and promoting
non-fossil fuel powered vehicle use. It seems like the funding is about
how to make it easier to use fossil fuel vehicles.

Very little of the funding for roadway and bridge projects in the plan is associated with
energy efficiency and non-fossil fuel-based travel. Most of the roadway and bridge projects
are focused on safety and asset management needs. The funding commitment for those
needs is not specifically intended to make it easier to use fossil fuel powered vehicles, but
to ensure that the public can travel without experiencing safety risks from poor
infrastructure conditions.
Janet Swim
continued

The LRTP does include planning considerations and future development activities
associated with broader use of electric vehicles. The CCMPO intends to expand its planning
efforts in this area in future years.
The LRTP also includes a list of priority pedestrian and bicycle improvement projects and
estimates of cost for these improvements. However, because of funding constraints and
eligibility limitations, most pedestrian/bicycle improvements are advanced by municipalities
and other entities, not specifically by the CCMPO and PennDOT.
The CCMPO will continue to work with PennDOT and CATA to include elements associated
with pedestrian and bicycle travel in road, bridge and public transit projects.
•

The report mentions how many people die and mentions threat roads
impact various forms of life on the high. How many animals die?

PennDOT maintains data on “reportable crashes” (vehicles must be towed from the scene,
injuries/fatalities occur, property damage occurs) in which deer or other animals may be
involved, but the database does not specifically track if animals are killed. Currently there
is not a system to collect and record data on the number of animals killed in collisions with
vehicles. Implementing such a system is unlikely to occur given the cost and limited
resources available to the entities responsible for maintaining transportation systems.
•

There is no assessment of the impact of water quality from changes in
land use to accommodate traffic.

There are potential water quality impacts directly associated with the transportation
system, including impacts occurring from stormwater discharge, more frequent flooding
events, and deterioration of roadways located on steep slopes adjacent to streams. The
CCMPO anticipates working with PennDOT and municipalities more closely in the future to
address these issues relative to resiliency of the transportation system and water
resources.
Bicycles
• Chapter 3 pg 33, mentions various bicycle routes. However, just because
something is labeled a Bicycle route doesn’t mean it is safe for bicycles.
For example, Route G along Linden hall road is curvy, has no side place
for bicycles, and cars drive quickly along the road.

The MPO acknowledges that not all roadways offer wide shoulders and lane widths that
provide more room for interactions between bicycles and vehicles. However, the PA
Vehicle Code classifies bicycles as vehicles, which provides legal standing for bicycles to
operate on roadways. Pennsylvania law requires vehicles to provide 4 ft. of clearance when
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passing bicycles. As efforts are made to encouraging bicycling and to provide for safe
interactions, the MPO staff will continue to work with PennDOT, local officials, stakeholders
and the public to educate cyclists and drivers about the laws and safe operating practices.
BicyclePA Route G is a Pennsylvania bike touring route under the jurisdiction of PennDOT,
and the Pennsylvania Pedalcycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (PPAC) is responsible
for oversight and evaluation of the BicyclePA route designations. The MPO staff
recommends referring the comment to PPAC and request that Route G be evaluated in
Centre County based on comments provided during the LRTP public comment period.
•
Janet Swim
continued

Electric bicycles are not mentioned IN chapter 5. They are in between
scooters and nonmotorized bicycles and I think their popularity is
increasing.

The MPO agrees that the popularity of electric bicycles is increasing. References to e-bikes
can be included in the plan. The CCMPO Coordinating Committee approved the inclusion of
references to e-bikes in the plan.
•

Nice set of considerations for strategic plans with bicycles. How about
consideration when expanding roads and highways, prioritize adapting
plans to accommodate bicycles and pedestrians, bridges under and over
roads and along roads (e.g., new 322, path to get to Tussey and adjoining
state park for many people who go there for outdoor activities or to
Mountain view or apartments to get to bus stops.)

Roadway improvement projects are typically fiscally constrained. When resources are
available, accommodations can be made. The MPO has a history of advocating for the
inclusion of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in projects, in appropriate locations and when
project budgets permit. For example, in recent years, roadway improvement projects in
the State Route (SR) 3018 (University Drive) corridor and the SR 3010 Warner
Blvd./Boalsburg Road corridor in College and Harris Township incorporated pedestrian and
bike facilities.
In the past few years, PennDOT has implemented the new “Connects” process for
soliciting input about planned roadway improvements from local officials much earlier in
the project development process. The CCMPO is a partner in the PennDOT Connects
process, and MPO staff places a high priority on identifying potential pedestrian/bike
connections that should be accommodated in future road and bridge projects. Municipal
plans and official maps, and other regional bike and land use planning documents are
important tools that are used to illustrate the need for such accommodations.
Error on Chapter 4, Table 13 and Figure 27?
• Here it is noted that there is a goal 1% decrease in serious injuries but
the number and rate increase from base-line to target. The same is true
for nonmotorized injuries. Seems like an explanation as to why a
decrease in injuries would increase the number and rate.

Pennsylvania has established a goal of a 1% reduction in serious injuries as part of the
implementation of required federal safety performance measures. The number and rate of
change between baseline and specific future targets is based on 5-year rolling averages
established statewide and for each MPO area. Because the safety target values vary from
year to year, the actual rate of change will depend on the years used to calculate the 5year rolling average.
The MPO staff will be working with PennDOT in the next year to review crash data in order
to identify potential projects and other programmatic improvements that will enable
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progress to be made in meeting the individual targets and contribute to reaching the
overall 1% reduction goal.
•

I think there is a type here target should be labeled be 2016 to 2020
(perhaps a typo).

The error is confirmed, and the table will be corrected.
Janet Swim
continued

Quality of life
• Chapter 3, Pg. 67 mentions inbound, outbound, and through for air
freight. How much truck freight is inbound, outbound, and through? It
seems like large percent is through Centre county and we suffer the
environmental consequences (not just air, but water and noise) and
safety consequences.

The CCMPO does not have data documenting the amounts of inbound, outbound and
through freight. However, based on traffic volumes and travel pattern data from past
studies, and because Centre County does not have a large number of manufacturing and
other freight-generating businesses, MPO staff believes the majority of freight is “through”
traffic moving by truck, particularly on Interstate 80.
Freight flow data is available on the federal level, and PennDOT is currently completing a
new state Freight Plan that may provide more detailed information about freight flows.
Data collected for the State College Area Connector (SCAC) Planning and Environment
Linkages Study may also provide more detailed information about freight flows.
•

I’d like to see the additions in yellow added to page 121.
1. “Real and perceived conflicts frequently occur between trucks and
trains, passenger vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and the public’s
quality of life in communities through which freight is moving”

The suggested revisions will be made. The CCMPO Coordinating Committee approved the
inclusion of the additional language.
•

Can there be rules about Break retard systems on highways?

Engine braking systems for trucks, commonly often referred to as “Jake brakes”, create
loud noise. Because noise is regulated on a municipal level, Jake brake ordinances can be
adopted by municipal governing bodies.
•

Page 122 I would anticipate that with increased air transportation, there
will also be increased concern about quality of life for those living near
airport and along flight paths as they approach the airport. This would
include concerns about noise and safety from the plans as well as public
and freight transportation to and from the airport.

Although the CCMPO does not have a direct regulatory responsibility or formal role in the
planning, funding and operations of airports, the MPO is cognizant of community impacts
from air operations, particularly at the University Park Airport, which is the largest airport
in the county. The MPO is aware that advancements in aircraft engine technology and
flight path parameters at University Park Airport have been instrumental in limiting noise
impacts along the runway approach and departure corridors.
Public issues
• My primary concern is noise along 322 (not a dot to be placed on the map
but all along 322) I would classify as a community conflict zone. This
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includes concerns about noise pollution with increases we have
experienced in traffic, and projected increases when upgrades will occur.
Janet Swim
continued

The CCMPO is aware that noise impacts from potential improvements in the SCAC study
area is a major concern of the public. PennDOT and the SCAC consultant team will address
potential noise impacts associated with improvements that may be proposed in the Route
322 corridor, and other corridors within the SCAC study area.
•

There are some of us who also bicycle (and I’ve even seen a wheel chair
and pedestrians) who travel along 322. So there are safety issues as well.

The MPO staff concurs and has conveyed to PennDOT and the SCAC consultant team that
pedestrian and bicycle connectivity is a major topic that must be addressed in the SCAC
PEL Study and subsequent project development phases for any improvements in the study
area.
•

I appreciate the efforts to make the area friendly to bicyclists and I
encourage more of this.

The MPO staff acknowledged receipt of the comment.
3
George
Harrigan
via CCMPO
Technical
Committee
meeting on
09/09/2020

There are safety issues on certain roadways associated with the mix of bicycle
and vehicular traffic that should be addressed in more detail in the policy
element of the LRTP.

The MPO staff recommends the addition of the following bullets to Bicycle Policies on page
117 contained in Chapter 6:
▪ Evaluate and enhance safety on roads with bicycle traffic - Study roads with motor
vehicle and bicycle conflicts and identify potential improvements to increase safety for
all users.
▪

Complete a Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) Analysis – LTS aims to describe the
comfort level along and across the existing roadway network and trails for bicyclists
and ranges from LTS 1 (lowest stress facilities ) to LTS 4 (highest stress facilities). The
LTS analysis will help identify improvements to reduce stress levels in the network and
remove barriers to bicycling.

The CCMPO Coordinating Committee approved the addition of the language in the bullets
to the plan.
•

Can BicyclePA Route G be evaluated because of safety concerns?

BicyclePA Route G is under the jurisdiction of PennDOT, and the Pennsylvania Pedalcycle
and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (PPAC) is responsible for oversight and evaluation of
the BicyclePA route designations. The MPO staff recommends referring the comment to
PPAC and request that Route G be evaluated in Centre County based on comments
provided during the LRTP public comment period.
4

David
Pribulka
Ferguson
Township
Board of
Supervisors

The Board would like to request that the MPO consider separating the
realignment project at the base of Pine Grove Mountain at the intersection of
SR26 (Water Street) and SR45 (Pine Grove Road) from the signalization of the
intersection. If that is possible, the Board would like to request that the
signalization project be elevated to an earlier year in the LRTP to align with the
proposal of the Township to conduct a signal warrant study when conditions
permit. The Board believes this will make the project more economically
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feasible than including it with the realignment and will serve to address
pedestrian and vehicular safety concerns at the intersection.

The MPO staff acknowledged receipt of the comment.
David
Pribulka
continued

The MPO staff does not recommend separating the project elements in the LRTP project
list at this time. The MPO staff does recommend completion of a traffic signal warrant
analysis. If a signal is currently warranted or will be in the near future, a cost estimate can
be provided for the signal improvement as a standalone project. The project elements can
then be separated in the next update of the LRTP, anticipated to occur within 2-3 years.
MPO staff also notes that if the location meets warrants, a standalone signal project could
be considered for inclusion on the 2023-2026 Centre County Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) when it is developed in 2021 and 2022. Staff concurs that separating the
elements of the full project would make a standalone signal improvement more
economically feasible, and programming of a signal improvement on the TIP would still be
consistent with the LRTP because the full project is in the fiscally constrained project list.
The CCMPO Coordinating Committee approved the inclusion of the following footnote for
Project #23 - SR 26/SR 45 Pine Grove Mills Intersection, in Chapter 8, Table 21: Highway
Project List:
“The CCMPO will consider dividing the SR26/SR45 Pine Grove Mills Intersection project into
two projects if a signal warrant study anticipated in the next 2 years shows a signal is
warranted. At that time consideration will be given to adjusting/amending the LRTP by
dividing this project into two projects. A separate project for the warranted signal will be
considered for an earlier time period.”

5
James
Graef
via email

Systematic Measures of Street Success
• I could only find one systematic measure of all important streets in the
county: level of service. I think we should have a comprehensive view
showing all aspects of street performance: potential for road diet, quality of
sidewalks, protection of cyclists, prioritization of transit, etc. These could be
shown in addition to level of service to provide a broad understanding of the
county’s street network. Level of service is inadequate because it accounts
for only the throughput of cars, without consideration of pedestrians, bikes,
or the fact that transit vehicles are carrying ten times the number of people
as a car. So to have a comprehensive view, other systematic measures of
streets are necessary.
•

Level of service is also not benign. Level of service argues a street will have
more congestion in the future even if it's not expanded, as if a street with an
F level of service will have cars detouring on adjacent sidewalks or farm
fields to swerve around traffic if the road isn’t widened—which would never
happen. Of course when a street is widened, more cars use it because it's no
longer congested and level of service is ‘vindicated’ because the projections
came true just after the widening was complete. We really shouldn’t
consider level of service as a factor in street design because it manifests,
rather than predicts.

•

If eliminating level of service as a consideration is too far of a leap, why not
add more measures so you can see level of service as one of many
systematic analyses completed to obtain a full overview of transportation in
the region?
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The MPO agrees that vehicular Level of Service (LOS) is one of the few transportation
system performance measures mentioned in the LRTP. The LOS analysis is utilized to
identify areas where vehicular traffic congestion may result in travel delays and safety
concerns. Other federally-required performance measures for safety, pavement and bridge
condition, and travel time reliability are being implemented in Pennsylvania. Because the
data and analysis systems needed to support these performance measures have not yet
been fully developed and deployed, MPO staff anticipates updating the LRTP in the next 23 years to more fully integrate these performance measures into the planning process. As
with LOS, these measures will help guide decision making about future improvements and
street design.
James Graef
continued

The MPO agrees that LOS should not be the only measure considered during street design,
and that other measures should be utilized. The LRTP includes several policy statements in
Chapter 6 - Strategic Directions about integrating and accommodating pedestrians,
bicyclists and transit users into street design.
Examples include:
• Improve Connectivity of Modes – Roadways provide the infrastructure that supports
both motorized and non-motorized modes of travel. The CCMPO should encourage the
integration of “Complete Streets” principles and elements in projects on the stateowned and locally owned roadway systems. These elements will help provide safe
access for pedestrians, bicyclists, persons using mobility devices, and users of other
non-motorized modes, and help make the first-mile/last-mile connection to the public
transportation system. Physical elements may include traffic calming for motorized
vehicle travel, improved crosswalks and ramps to sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and traffic
signal operations.
• Prepare and Adopt a Countywide Bicycle Master Plan
• Expand and Upgrade the Existing Network of Shared-Use Paths
• Implement Road Diets in Appropriate Locations
• Expand and Upgrade the Existing Network of Shared-Use Paths
• Expand and Upgrade the Existing Network of On-Road Bicycle Facilities
• Apply for Walk-Friendly Community Status
• Consider Municipal Complete Streets Policies and amend necessary policies, plans, and
ordinances
One additional policy statement is being recommended:
•

Complete a Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) Analysis – LTS aims to describe the
comfort level along and across the existing roadway network and trails for bicyclists
and ranges from LTS 1 (lowest stress facilities ) to LTS 4 (highest stress facilities). The
LTS analysis will help identify improvements to reduce stress levels in the network and
remove barriers to bicycling.

The CCMPO encourages the integration of “Complete Streets” principles and elements in
projects on the state-owned and locally owned roadway systems. These elements will help
provide safe access for pedestrians, bicyclists, persons using mobility devices, and users of
other non-motorized modes, and help make the first-mile/last-mile connection to the public
transportation system. Physical elements may include traffic calming for motorized vehicle
travel, improved crosswalks and ramps to sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and traffic signal
operations.
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College Ave/University Dr Interchange and College Ave Uniform Design
Standards
• The scope of this interchange project should be broadened to examine
whether we need an interchange here at all. The interchange was created
before the expressway and Park Ave were built, and because those roads
took so much of the traffic this interchange used to handle, the intersection
doesn’t even justify the number of lanes on either road. Instead of widening
the bridge, we should consider removing it and constructing a four-way
controlled intersection. While we’re at it, we can complete road diets on
College Ave—from five lanes to three, appropriate for its 20,000 daily
vehicles— and University Dr—from three lanes to two, appropriate for its
less than 9,000 daily vehicles.
•

A four-way intersection would be safer for pedestrians and bicycles, and
would no longer make those users feel as though they are unwanted. The
land which is currently used for the interchange ramps could be sold,
potentially paying for the entire project, and State College and Penn State
could create a new northeastern anchor of downtown and campus.

•

Plan for potential development of this area after the removal of the
interchange: http://jamesgraef.com/projects/downtown-east

James Graef
continued

The Route 26 (College Ave.)/State Route (SR) 3022 (University Dr.) interchange is not
currently included in the fiscally constrained list of projects to be advanced, but is included
in the LRTP as a “Highway Project for Future Consideration”.
Because College Avenue and University Drive through the interchange area are stateowned facilities, the planning and design of potential improvements would follow
PennDOT’s project development process, which evaluates community and transportation
needs, documents the purpose of potential improvements, and assesses the impacts of
alternative improvements on the natural and built environment. The initial step in the
project development process is the PennDOT “Connects” collaboration step, which
provides local officials with the opportunity to identify important community and
environmental features that may be impacted by a future project, and allows PennDOT to
consider officials’ input when developing the scope for the preliminary engineering and
design of potential improvements. The scope of improvements to the interchange would
be developed through the Connects process, along with consideration for the funding
available at the time of project development.
The LRTP does not mention a potential road diet for College Avenue or University Drive.
This concept can make roadways more pedestrian and bicycle friendly. However, the
corridors would need detailed analysis of traffic operations to determine the feasibility of
implementing a road diet(s). Given limited funding and increased emphasis on
performance measures, improvements in these corridors are not included in the LRTP’s
fiscally constrained project list. One alternative is for State College Borough and College
Township to partner and seek alternative funding such as Pennsylvania’s Multimodal
Transportation Program to advance a feasibility study, consistent with municipal planning
documents such as the Downtown State College Master Plan and the College Township
Pedestrian Facilities Master Plan.
Shared-Use Path Connections: Milesburg to the Brick Town Trail and State
College to the Lower Trail
• These connections are crucial links in a potential larger network of rail trails
and shared-use paths connecting all of Pennsylvania—with Centre County as
an important intersection. The Lower Trail, a 16 mile rail trail, is acquiring
right-of-way to extend to Hollidaysburg. Blair County has plans to continue
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it to its western edge, where in the future it can connect to the Ghost Town
Trail, eventually extending to Pittsburgh. The Bellefonte Central Rail Trail
will connect to the Bellefonte-Milesburg Trail, which could eventually extend
to the Brick Town Trail, the Bald Eagle Valley Trail, and the Pine Creek Rail
Trail. A future Penns Valley Rail Trail could connect to the Buffalo Valley Rail
Trail and eventually the D&L Trail in Wilkes-Barre.

James Graef
continued

•

These connections are the only two sections of trail in Centre County not yet
studied which are necessary for this potential network. The connection to
the Brick Town Trail could travel on Old Curtin Road until its terminus at the
active Nittany and Bald Eagle Railroad, which it could follow to Curtin
Village.

•

The connection to the Lower Trail could use the Lewisburg and Tyrone
Railroad from the Penn State Blue Course or from a future bike path on Old
Gatesburg Rd to Pennsylvania Furnace, where it would leave Centre County.
In Huntingdon County, it could continue along Spruce Creek (preferably) or
PA 45 (likely because of right-of-way) to the town of Spruce Creek. From
there it could travel with PA 45 over the Juniata and under the PA mainline
railroad and follow the tracks, or use Farm Rd and a new bike/pedestrian
bridge across the Juniata to the disused Spruce Creek Tunnel, then through
Barre and Alexandria to the Lower Trail.

Map with existing and proposed rail trails in PA—links discussed above on
Necessary Links layer in blue:
https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=1R9SD_1O3wEd6AAU6wwfEYLxiT
ZTvRxxk&usp=sharing
More information about a full PA Cycleway Network:
http://jamesgraef.com/projects/pa-cycleways

A connection between the Borough of Bellefonte in Centre County and the City of Lock
Haven in Clinton County has been studied previously, and additional information can be
found in the Clinton County Greenway and Open Space Plan available on the Centre
County Website at https://centrecountypa.gov/557/Clinton-County-Greenway-Open-SpacePlan . The Plan evaluates the Bald Eagle/Spring Creek Canal corridor and studies the
placement of a trail to connect Bellefonte with Lock Haven.
A connection from the existing Blue and White Trail (former Bellefonte Central Railroad
Right of Way) in Centre County to the Huntingdon County line and continuing to the Lower
Trail would be located in Ferguson Township, traversing areas with active farm operations.
Based on experience with other trail studies completed in Centre County where former
railroad right of way has reverted to private property owners, considerable effort and
resources would be required to obtain the necessary right of way. Municipal support would
be required to commence work on a feasibility study that would determine ownership and
assess potential routes. This comment will be referred to Ferguson Township for
consideration.
CATA Bus Rapid Transit
• The most necessary bus lane in State College is the northeast direction of
Curtin Rd from Burrowes Rd to Allen Rd. It hosts 54 buses in the peak hour,
more than most dedicated bus lanes do in New York City. After this is done,
extensions along Curtin Rd and bus lanes on College/Beaver and Atherton
could establish transit as a first-class, rapid transit-like mode of
transportation, rather than something only ridden by students. The section
of my report on potential CATA bus lanes is attached.
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•

A first step toward BRT on N Atherton St could be bus stops near White
Course Dr and Curtin Rd, allowing CATA buses to run exclusively on Atherton
St and still serve North Campus, and allowing riders to catch buses from
downtown as they head outbound on North Atherton. A queue jump at the
currently-under construction right-turn lane at White Course Dr could allow
buses to stop southbound, and would only require a bus stop sign and a
fourth traffic signal bulb. This would be justified if only for the RC bus
serving West Campus, but could be the start of a vastly improved bus
corridor along Atherton St.

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and related improvements are covered in Chapter 5 - Emerging
Service & Technology Enhancements. This section briefly documents the state of the
James Graef practice, applications in Centre County, potential actions and planning implications, and
projected future developments.
continued

The LRTP also includes two projects that work to address the concerns. The “CATA Service
Area Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Study” will examine the state of the practice in implementing
BRT elements, the effectiveness of these elements, and the opportunities to utilize such
elements to improve operating efficiency and passenger throughput along a number of
high-density corridors within the CATA fixed route service area. The “College - Beaver
Avenue Transit Signal Priority (TSP) and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)” project
will implement transit signal priority and related ITS technologies along the College and
Beaver Avenue corridors in State College Borough. The project area will include
intersections at Atherton Street, Burrowes Street / Road, Fraser Street, Allen Street, Pugh
Street, Garner Street / Shortlidge Road, and the University Drive ramps, but could
potentially be expanded depending on the amount of funding available and PennDOT,
municipal, and Penn State University support. Both of these projects are in the 2025-2028
time period of the LRTP.
With the author’s permission, the MPO staff will retain the materials provided with the
comments and use them to assist in informing the scope of work and methodology for
both projects. Given funding constraints, implementation will again depend on the level of
funding available and PennDOT, municipal, and University support.
Other important transit-related improvements the region complete include the
following:
• Upzone near transit corridors, especially along Atherton St, to allow mid-rise
development without parking requirements
•

Replace parking requirements with transit requirements (funding for
increased transit service) and parking maximums first in downtown State
College and eventually in CATA’s entire service area

•

Allow CATA to view land development plans at their earliest stages, and
empower them to advocate for straight, direct, highly-connected streets
with nearby dense existing and future development along existing and
potential transit corridors

CATA and MPO staff have enjoyed a collaborative and productive relationship with
municipal staff, planning commissioners, governing bodies, engineers, and local developers
in terms of review of subdivision/land development plans and zoning amendments, and
implementation of transit improvements associated with development activities. Land use
decisions in Pennsylvania are the responsibility of counties and municipalities, and those
decisions have the potential to greatly expand the effectiveness of transit services within
Centre County. Accordingly, CATA and MPO staff will continue to strengthen these working
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relationships to advocate for and pursue the actions noted in the comments, consistent
with the policy statements in Chapter 6 - Strategic Directions.
I’m currently talking to Penn State and CATA about a potential bus lane on
Curtin Rd and a queue jump at White Course Dr. All proposals discussed here
are included in my CATA Operations Improvement Report, available at:
http://jamesgraef.com/projects/cata-operations
James Graef
continued

Access to the author’s report is acknowledged. CATA and MPO staff appreciate the
enthusiasm for transit and technical input to the long range transportation planning
process.
S Atherton St Improvement Study
Atherton St between Allen St and Science St does not justify widening to add a
turning lane. Instead, its 13,000 daily vehicles justify a road diet from four
lanes to three, which can still support 20,000 daily vehicles. Parallel parking
could be added in the space no longer used by through traffic, allowing for
walkable, mid-rise, mixed use development with longer-term parking in the
back, rather than the front.
Facilities should also include:
• Center island at Pizza Hut to stop cars from passing stopped buses and not
being able to see pedestrians at the crosswalk
•

Midblock crossing at Calder, because pedestrians should be able and do
cross at the intersection. A (potentially raised) striped crosswalk with yellow
flashing beacons would be the best possible solution for pedestrians

•

Multiple new crosswalks where none exist currently, between Allen St and
University Dr, a distance of .59 miles

•

A light or center island at Fairmount (like Foster) because of bad sight
distances for pedestrians and because restricted left turns are constantly
flouted by drivers

The LRTP includes the South Atherton Street Improvement Study within the fiscally
constrained project list. South Atherton Street is a state-owned facility, and proposed
improvements will follow the PennDOT project development process. The project will take
many years to be initiated given limited funding resources, and the scope will likely change
as more performance-based data becomes available and the PennDOT Connects step is
completed. MPO staff will consider the list of suggested facilities and other options,
considering the engineering and design practices in place when project development is
initiated.
Pine Grove Mills Intersection Realignment
• If Water St is realigned, I think this could be a win for vehicles and neutral
for Pine Grove Mills. However, if Nixon Rd is realigned (which I fear is more
likely because of the stream alignment), this would mean the destruction of
existing buildings and the creation of an empty lot in downtown Pine Grove
Mills. It seems hard to keep businesses in existing buildings in downtown
Pine Grove Mills, let alone build a new building.

The MPO acknowledges the concern about potential impacts of the Route 26/45
Intersection project to community and environmental features in the Village of Pine Grove
Mills. Because Water Street and Pine Grove Road are state-owned, the planning and
design of potential improvements would follow the PennDOT project development process.
The PennDOT Connects step will provide local officials with the opportunity to identify
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important community and environmental features that may be impacted by a future
project.
James
Graef
continued

•

All traffic counts are via PennDOT’s open data portal: https://datapennshare.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/rmstraffic-trafficvolumes?geometry=-77.869%2C40.780%2C77.814%2C40.791&selectedAttribute=CUR_AADT

The MPO staff acknowledges the author’s sharing of various data sources and other
resources.
6

Fritz Smith
via LRTP
online
comment
form

•

I believe that the recommendations about expanding access to airports
(particularly University Park) and encouraging tourism are vital to our
economic future in Centre County.

The MPO staff acknowledges receipt of the comment.
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