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Introduction

Federal law and regulations require that in all urbanized areas with a population of over
50,000 persons, local and state officials work cooperatively to maintain a continuous and
comprehensive long-range transportation planning program. A formal group called a
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) carries out this federal mandate.

The Centre Region MPO (CRMPO) was formed in 1982, and succeeded the Centre Region
Area Transportation Study (CRATS), which had previously been responsible for conducting
long-range transportation planning in the State College, PA area. By 2003, the CRMPO
coordinated transportation planning efforts in the geographic area comprised of Benner,
College, Ferguson, Halfmoon, Harris, Patton, and Spring Townships, Bellefonte Borough,
and State College Borough in Centre County, PA. In November 2003, the Centre Region
MPO Coordinating Committee expanded the MPO to a countywide organization, effective
January 2004. The boundary of the Centre County MPO (CCMPO) now includes all of
Centre County.

The CCMPO works closely with the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT),
the Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA), and the Centre County Office of
Transportation Services (CCOT) to identify and prioritize transportation improvement projects
within Centre County.

MPO Structure

The policy-making body of the CCMPO is the Coordinating Committee, which is ultimately
responsible for the transportation planning activities mandated in federal laws and
regulations. The Coordinating Committee includes nineteen voting members from county
and local government, public agencies, and PennDOT.

Voting members include:

Centre County (2 members) Benner Township

College Township Ferguson Township

Halfmoon Township Harris Township

Patton Township Spring Township

State College Borough Penns Valley Planning Region

Lower Bald Eagle Valley Planning Region Moshannon Valley Planning Region
Upper Bald Eagle Valley Planning Region Mountaintop Planning Region

Centre Area Transportation Authority Centre Regional Planning Commission
PennDOT Central Office (Harrisburg) PennDOT District 2-0 Office (Clearfield)

Non-voting members include:

Bellefonte Borough Pennsylvania State University
Federal Highway Administration Federal Transit Administration



A Technical Committee provides advisory comments and recommendations to the
Coordinating Committee. The Technical Committee is composed of members from the same
organizations represented on the Coordinating Committee.

As noted above, some voting members of the MPO represent a planning region, rather than
an individual municipality or organization. There are seven planning regions in Centre
County.

PLANNING REGIONS

Centre County

Mountaintop Region Lower Bald Eagle Valley Region

Penns Valley Region
FERGUSON

Upper Bald Eagle Valley Region

Centre Region
Pregared by the Canire County Planning and Community Development Office, March 2007.

MPO Responsibilities

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act T A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU) outlines the primary roles and responsibilities of MPOs, including
development of a long-range transportation plan (LRTP), development of the short-range
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and public involvement efforts. SAFETEA-LU
also specifies MPO planning activities, and establishes the required processes for these
activities.

One of the CCMPOG6s primary responsibiliti
highway and mass transit projects within Centre County. This responsibility is fulfilled
through the development and adoption of the short-range TIP. The TIP details the proposed
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expenditure of federal funds and some state capital funds for specific projects in a four-year
period, within specified limits of financial constraint. The TIP is updated every two years.
The list of projects on the TIP is identical to the First Four Year segment of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's Twelve Year Program (TYP), which is developed at the
same time as the TIP, and adopted by the State Transportation Commission.

In order to be included on the short-range TIP, projects must also be included on the MPQO's
adopted long-range (twenty-year) transportation plan. The adoption of a long-range plan is
another primary responsibility of the CCMPO.

In addition to SAFETEA-LU, the Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 specifies
planning activities for MPQ's, in particular for areas exhibiting air quality that is not in
attainment with acceptable standards. Prior to 2004, Centre County was in attainment with
the air quality standards in the CAAA, and there were no special planning activities or
processes required of the CCMPO. However, new air quality standards that became
effective in June 2004 designated Centre County as a non-attainment area for ozone.

To facilitate citizen involvement in the planning process used to develop the long-range plan
and the TIP, the CCMPO adopted Public Participation Plan (PPP) in 2007, pursuant to
SAFETEA-LU. Proposed plans and programs, such as the LRTP and the TIP, must be made
available for public review during a 30-day comment period. The MPO is also required to
hold a public meeting during this comment period.

The CCMPO is required to maintain and update a program of activities to address
Environmental Justice and Title VI regulations, to prevent or mitigate adverse impacts to
areas with concentrations of low income and minority populations. Concentrations of low
income and minority households have been identified and mapped based on U.S. Census
data, and this mapping is being updated using Census 2000 data and other information
provided by local agencies and organizations. A program of activities to communicate with
citizens in those areas about plans and programs must also be maintained. EXxisting
techniques will be refined, and new techniques developed on an ongoing basis to improve
communication between citizens, agencies and organizations, and the CCMPO.

The Job Access / Reve@ammute (JARC), New Freedom, and Section 5310 Programs

Consistent with an MPOOGs <charge, the CCMPO i s
together with local public transportation providers such as CATA and the CCOT i federal
transit funding under the following three programs:

A Job Access i Reverse Commute (JARC), codified under 49 USC 85316;
A New Freedom, codified under 49 USC 85317; and
A Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities, codified under 49 USC §5310.

Before the advent of SAFETEA-LU, only Section 5310 program grants were awarded on a
competitive basis. The New Freedom program did not exist, and funds under the JARC
program were distributed on a discretionary basis to larger urbanized areas. Under
SAFETEA-LU, all three programs now feature a competitive selection process for Federal
Fiscal Years (FFYs) 2006-09. The preparation of a Coordinated Public Transit i Human



Services Transportation Plan (hereinafter
CATA, the CCOT, and other local transportation providers to participate in this competitive
selection process and potentially secure new sources of funding with which to better serve
the target population(s) of each program. Moreover, it will serve as a robust addition to both

ref

CCMPO6suntywide transportation planning and CA
and will present a vital opportunity to better coordinate planning and operations across all
Centre County transportation providers.
Because Centre County is home to a smaller urbanized area and many non-urbanized areas,
CATA, the CCOT, and other local transportation providers will not receive any JARC, New
Freedom, or Section 5310 funds directly from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). The
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania will receive 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 the JARC, New
Freedom, and Section 5310 programs in urbanized areas under 200,000 in population and
non-urbanized areas. In Pennsylvania, this agency is PennDOT. According to FTA,
designated recipients such as PennDOT:
A Notify potentially eligible local entities of funding availability;
A Develop JARC, New Freedom, and Section 5310 project selection criteria;
A Determine applicant eligibility;
A Accept applications for JARC, New Freedom, and Section 5310 program funding from
eligible sub-recipients such as CATA, the CCOT, and other local transportation
providers;
A Conduct a competitive selection process and award JARC, New Freedom, and
Section 5310 grants;
A Certify a fair and equitable distribution of funds;
A Ensure that all sub-recipients comply with applicable Federal requirements;
A Monitor coordination between projects under the JARC, New Freedom, and Section
5310 programs 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;
A Present the selected projects for inclusion in the LRTP for Centre County. Similarly,
these projects must be included in the applicable Transportation Improvement
Program,;
A Oversee project audits and closeouts; and
A Submit reports and statistics as required by FTA.
The specifics of each program to be covered in this document are described as follows:
Job Access i Reverse Commute (JARC) Program
Program Goals. The JARC program includes two distinct
accessoOoO component is to improve access to tr;
employment-related activities (training, child care, etc.) for welfare recipients and eligible low-
income individual s. The goal of the Areverse

urbanized and non-urbanized areas to suburban employment opportunities.



Target Populations. Each of the two distinct components of the JARC program has a
defined target popul ati on. AJob accesso proj
whose family income is at or below 150% of the poverty level for a family of the size involved,

and/or individuals who have received public assistance at any time during the 3-year period

before the date on which CATA, the CCOT, or another local transportation provider applies

for a grant under the JARC progr am. AfReverse
those individuals who live in urbanized and non-urbanized areas who are employed or

seeking employment in suburban areas.

Program Funds. For small urbanized areas, such as the Centre Region, 20% of total JARC
program funds shall be distributed among the States, in the ratio that the number of eligible
low-income individuals and welfare recipients in urbanized areas with a population of less
than 200,000 in each State bears to the number of eligible low-income individuals and
welfare recipients in urbanized areas with a population of less than 200,000 in all States.

For non-urbanized areas, such as the outlying portions of Centre County, an additional 20%
of total JARC program funds shall be distributed among the States, in the ratio that the
number of eligible low-income individuals and welfare recipients in non-urbanized areas in
each State bears to the number of eligible low-income individuals and welfare recipients in
non-urbanized areas in all States.

Over the life of SAFETEA-LU, total JARC program funding is as follows:

A $138,000,000 (FFY 2006)
A $144,000,000 (FFY 2007)
A $156,000,000 (FFY 2008)
A $164,500,000 (FFY 2009)

Awarded funds are available to a grantee during the fiscal year of apportionment, plus two
additional years. Therefore, it is critically important that prospective JARC projects be ready
for implementation within three years of the initial proposal, as any unused JARC funds are
added to the following year's apportionment and reapportioned among all areas.

Federal JARC funds come with local matching requirements. For eligible capital and
planning projects, the Federal share of costs may not exceed 80% of the net cost of the
activity, with a local share of no less than 20%. For eligible operating projects, the Federal
share of costs may not exceed 50% of the net cost of the activity, with a local share of no less
than 50%. Up to 10% of the apportionment may be used to support program administrative
costs, and these funds require no local match. Sources of local matching funds include the
following:

A State or local appropriations;

A 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 JARC grant.

Dedicated tax revenues;

Private donations;

Revenue from human service contracts;

> I
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Toll revenue credits;

Net income generated from advertising and concessions; and

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. JARC program funds are available for capital, operating, and planning
expenses for activities consistent with the program goals, including, but not limited to:

A

> >y D> D> >

> >y D> >

Late-night and weekend service to transport eligible individuals with non-traditional
work schedules;
Guaranteed ride home services;
Shuttle services;
Expanding fixed public transit routes;
Demand-responsive van services;
Ridesharing and carpooling activities;
Transit-related aspects of bicycling, including adding bike racks to vehicles or
providing storage at stations;
Local car loan programs that assist individuals in purchasing and maintaining vehicles
for shared rides;
Promotion, through marketing efforts, of the:
o Use of transit by workers with non-traditional work schedules;
0 Use of transit voucher programs by appropriate agencies for welfare recipients
and other low-income individuals;
o Development of employer-provided transportation such as shuttles, ridesharing,
and/or carpooling; and
0 Use of transit pass programs and benefits under Section 132 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986;
Supporting the administration and expenses related to voucher programs;
Applying geographic information systems (GIS) tools;
Implementing intelligent transportation systems (ITS), including customer trip
information technology;
Integrating automated regional public transit and human service transportation
information, scheduling, and dispatch functions;
Establishing regional mobility managers or transportation brokerage activities,
including:
o The promotion, enhancement, and facilitation of access to transportation
services by eligible individuals;
o Support for short term management activities to plan and implement
coordinated services;
Support of State and local coordination policy bodies and councils;
Operation of transportation brokerages;
Provision of coordination services;
Development and operation of one-stop transportation call centers to coordinate
traveler information; and
Operational planning for the acquisition of intelligent transportation systems
technologies to help plan and operate coordinated systems.

O O OO0

o

11



New Freedom Program

Program Goals. The stated goal of the New Freedom program is to provide additional
transportation options to help Americans with disabilities overcome existing barriers to full
integration with the workforce and participation in society. Dating back to the time period
preceding passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), lack of adequate
transportation has long been identified as the primary barrier between persons with
disabilities and stable employment. The New Freedom program is intended to support fully
accessible mobility options beyond those prescribed by the ADA.

Target Populations. New Freedom projects are designed to assist individuals with
disabilities in accessing transportation services, including transportation to and from jobs and

empl oy ment support services (training, child ca
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.

Program Funds. For small urbanized areas, such as the Centre Region, 20% of total New
Freedom program funds shall be distributed among the States, in the ratio that the number of
individuals with disabilities in urbanized areas with a population of less than 200,000 in each
State bears to the number of individuals with disabilities in urbanized areas with a population
of less than 200,000 in all States.

For non-urbanized areas, such as the outlying portions of Centre County, an additional 20%
of total New Freedom program funds shall be distributed among the States, in the ratio that
the number of individuals with disabilities in non-urbanized areas in each State bears to the
number of individuals with disabilities in non-urbanized areas in all States.

Over the life of SAFETEA-LU, total New Freedom program funding is as follows:

A $78,000,000 (FFY 2006)
A $81,000,000 (FFY 2007)
A $87,500,000 (FFY 2008)
A $92,500,000 (FFY 2009)

Awarded funds are available to a grantee during the fiscal year of apportionment, plus two
additional years. Therefore, it is critically important that prospective New Freedom projects
be ready for implementation within three years of the initial proposal, as any unused New
Freedom funds are added to the following year's apportionment and reapportioned among all
areas.

Federal New Freedom funds come with local matching requirements. For eligible capital and
planning projects, the Federal share of costs may not exceed 80% of the net cost of the
activity, with a local share of no less than 20%. For eligible operating projects, the Federal
share of costs may not exceed 50% of the net cost of the activity, with a local share of no less
than 50%. Up to 10% of the apportionment may be used to support program administrative
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costs, and these funds require no local match. Sources of local matching funds include the
following:

A State or local appropriations;

A Other non-DOT Federal funds (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 New Freedom grant.
Dedicated tax revenues;

Private donations;

Revenue from human service contracts;

Toll revenue credits;

Net income generated from advertising and concessions; and

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.

I I > >

Eligible Activities. New Freedom program funds are available for capital, operating, and
planning expenses for activities consistent with the program goals, including, but not limited
to:

A Enhancing the delivery of paratransit service beyond the provisions of the ADA
through:

0 Expansion of the paratransit service area beyond the %-mile corridor around
fixed routes prescribed by the ADA;

0 Expansion of paratransit service hours beyond fixed route service hours;

o Provisiondayfo fipsaarmeet r ansit service,;

o Enhancement of the level of service by providing escorts or assisting riders
through the door of their origin and/or destination.

A Acquisition of vehicles and equipment designed to accommodate mobility aids that
exceed the dimensions and weight ratings
under the ADA, and labor costs of aides to help drivers assist passengers with over-
sized wheelchairs;

A Installation of additional mobility aid securement locations in transit vehicles beyond
what is required by the ADA;

Al mplementing new ffeeder 0 sides actesseto dorhmutem s i t
bus and intercity bus stations, for which complementary paratransit service is not
required under the ADA,;

A Making accessibility improvements to transit and intermodal stations not designated as
Akey stationso umgler the ADA, includi

o Building an accessible path to a bus stop that is currently inaccessible,
including the construction of curb cuts, sidewalks, accessible pedestrian
signals, or other accessible features;

0o Adding an elevator or ramps, detectable warnings, or other accessibility
improvements that are not otherwise required under the ADA to a non-key
station;

o Improving signage, or wayfinding technology; and

o Implementation of other technology improvements that enhance accessibility for
persons with disabilities.

13



A Designing and implementing new travel training and instruction programs for individual
users on awareness, knowledge, and use of public and alternative transportation
options available in their communities;
Purchasing vehicles to support new accessible taxi, ridesharing, and/or vanpooling
programs;
Supporting the administration and expenses related to new voucher programs for
transportation services offered by human service providers;
Supporting new volunteer driver and aide programs;
Supporting new mobility management and coordination programs among public
transportation providers and other human service agencies providing transportation;
including:

o Promotion, enhancement, and facilitation of access to transportation services;

0 Support for short-term management activities to plan and implement
coordinated services;
Support of State and local coordination policy bodies and councils;
Operation of transportation brokerages;
Provision of coordination services;
Development and operation of one-stop transportation traveler call centers; and
Operational planning for the acquisition of ITS.

> > >
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For the purpose of the New Freedom program, eligible activities must not have been
operational or have an identified funding source before August 10, 2005, as evidenced by
inclusion in the Centre County TIP or the state transportation improvement plan (STIP). In
other words, if not for the New Freedom program, these projects would not have
consideration for funding and proposed service enhancements would not be available for
individuals with disabilities. Paratransit or other services funded as of August 10, 2005 may

not be terminated in an effort to reintroduce

Freedom funds.

Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities (Section 5310) Program

Program Goals. The stated goal of the Section 5310 program is to improve mobility for
elderly individuals and individuals with disabilities. A Section 5310 project is one designed to
meet these special transportation needs.

Target Populations. As stated in the preceding paragraph, the Section 5310 program has
two distinct target populations T elderly individuals and individuals with disabilities. Elderly
individuals are those age 65 and ol der.
with a disabilityo is defined in 49 USC A
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.

Program Funds. Section 5310 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 Department of
Transportation (DOT) appropriations act.

14
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Over the life of SAFETEA-LU, total Section 5310 program funding is as follows:

A $112,000,000 (FFY 2006)
A $117,000,000 (FFY 2007)
A $127,000,000 (FFY 2008)
A $133,500,000 (FFY 2009)

Awarded funds are available to a grantee during the fiscal year of apportionment, plus two
additional years. Therefore, it is critically important that prospective Section 5310 projects be
ready for implementation within three years of the initial proposal, as any unused Section
5310 funds are added to the following year's apportionment and reapportioned among all
States.

Federal Section 5310 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, with a
local share of no less than 20%. Up to 10% of the apportionment may be used to support
program administrative costs, and these funds require no local match. Sources of local
matching funds include the following:

A State or local appropriations;

A Other non-DOT Federal funds (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 Section 5310 grant.
Dedicated tax revenues;

Private donations;

Revenue from human service contracts;

Toll revenue credits;

Net income generated from advertising and concessions; and

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.

I v > > >

Eligible Activities. Section 5310 program funds are available for capital expenses for
activities consistent with the program goals, including, but not limited to:

A Purchases of additional equipment, including:
0 Buses;
Vans;
Radios and communication equipment;
Vehicle shelters;
Wheelchair lifts and restraints;
Computer hardware and software; and
o Extended warranties that do not exceed the industry standard;
A Vehicle rehabilitation, manufacture, or overhaul,
A Preventive maintenance, as defined in the National Transit Database (NTD);
A Initial component installation costs;
A Vehicle procurement, testing, inspection, and acceptance costs;

0 O O0OO0Oo
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Lease of equipment, when leasing is more cost-effective than purchase (relative cost-
effectiveness must be determined by PennDOT);
Acquisition of transportation services under a contract, lease, or other arrangement,
again subject to an eligibility determination by PennDOT;
Introduction of new technology, through innovative and improved products, into transit
service delivery;
Implementing ITS;
Supporting new mobility management and coordination programs among public
transportation providers and other human service agencies providing transportation;
including:

o Promotion, enhancement, and facilitation of access to transportation services;

0 Support for short-term management activities to plan and implement
coordinated services;
Support of State and local coordination policy bodies and councils;
Operation of transportation brokerages;
Provision of coordination services;
Development and operation of one-stop transportation traveler call centers; and
Operational planning for the acquisition of ITS.

>> > > >
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What is the Coordinated &17?

As stated earlier in this document, projects selected for funding under the JARC, New
Freedom, and Section 5310 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 are to be encouraged to participate in coordination
and planning efforts.

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
souti ons for funding and i mplementation.
boundaries of Centre County, Pennsylvania.

Guidance from FTA Circulars C 9045.1, C 9050.1, and C 9070.1F

At a minimum, the Coordinated Plan must include the following elements, consistent with
available resources and the complexity of the local environment:

A An assessment of available transportation and human services that identifies current
providers (public, private, and non-profit) within Centre County;

A An assessme nt of transportation needs for
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;

A Strategies and/or activities to address the identified gaps in service, and achieve
efficiencies in service delivery; and
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A Relative priorities for project implementation based on available resources, time, and
feasibility.

It is anticipated that there will be at least a moderate level of overlap in the unmet
transportation needs across each of -intcome
individuals, reverse commuters, persons with disabilities, and senior citizens). Accordingly,
the Coordinated Plan must maximize the collective coverage of the JARC, Section 5310, and
New Freedom programs by minimizing duplication of services and identifying projects that will
increase the overall efficiency of the Centre County public and human service transportation
network. 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 SAFETEA-LU rulemaking process, FTA has repeatedly held that a completed
Coordinated Plan that meets the elements listed above is required before JARC, New
Freedom, or Section 5310 project funding can be awarded. Over the life of the SAFETEA-LU
legislation, it is perfectly acceptable to build upon and modify existing Coordinated Plans, so
long as all of the required elements are still met.

FTA offers the following strategies for developing a Coordinated Plan that meets all of the
required elements:

A 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;

A Use of the self-a s sessment t ool contained i n FTAOGS

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 A series of focus groups within various Centre County communities to provide
opportunity for greater input from a larger number of representatives;

A 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;

A Completion of a detailed study and analysis using inventories, interviews, GIS
mapping, and other research strategies; or

A 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 populations within the County, it is expected that the methods listed above will need to
be successfully combined to yield the best possible results.

Beginning with the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), and
continuing through the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and into the
life cycle of SAFETEA-LU, all transportation planning processes must include a strong public

participation component . The planning process

Plan is no exception. This public participation requirement underscores the need for a
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balanced and comprehensive array of plan development strategies as described in the
preceding paragraph.

A Coordinated Plan for JARC, New Freedom, and Section 5310 projects will require
consultation with an extensive list of Centre County stakeholders, possibly including, but not
limited to:

A Transportation partners:
0 Area transportation planning agencies;
Public transportation providers;
Private transportation providers;
Non-profit transportation providers;
Past organizations funded under the JARC and Section 5310 programs; and
Human service agencies funding, operating, and/or providing access to
transportation services.
A Passengers and advocates:
o Existing and potential riders, including both general and targeted population
passengers;
o Protection and advocacy organizations;
0 Representatives from independent living centers; and
0 Advocacy organizations working on behalf of targeted populations.
A Human service partners:
0 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;
0 Health care facilities; and
0 Mental health care providers.
A Other:
o0 Security and emergency management agencies;
Economic development organizations;
Faith- and community-based organizations;
Representatives of the business community;
Appropriate local and/or State officials and elected officials;
School districts; and
Other groups and individuals as appropriate.

O 0O O0OO0Oo

O 0O O0OO0OO0Oo

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, 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.

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:
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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;

I > > > >

Recognizing that not every potential participant will have internet access, outreach methods
should include a variety of electronic and non-electronic media. Moreover, participation and
comment should be accepted using a variety of methods (in-person, mail, e-mail, phone,
etc.), and interpreters and accessible materials should be available at meetings and upon
request as appropriate.

Although the process to develop a Coordinated Plan will be a complex one, 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:

A 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.

Once the Coordinated Plan is completed, any JARC, New Freedom, or Section 5310 projects
identified in the coordinated planning process and selected for FTA funding through the
competitive selection process must be incorporated into both the TIP and STIP by the
CCMPO. Moreover, projects must be included in the LRTP prepared and adopted by the
CCMPO. Therefore, the Coordinated Plan will, at a minimum, follow the update cycles for the
Centre County LRTP.

Additional Guidance from PennDOT

In | ate 2007, PennDOTOs Bureaus of Publ i
Management jointly set a firm deadline for the adoption and submission of final Coordinated
Plans. MPOs and Rural Planning Organizations (RPOs) seeking JARC, New Freedom, and
Section 5310 Program assistance during the current funding cycle are required to prepare
their plan, secure adoption of the plan by their governing board, and submit the adopted plan
to PennDOT by March 15, 2008.
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PennDOT further suggested an approach that would best utilize existing planning processes,
planning documents (LRTPs, TIPs, agency strategic plans), and stakeholders so as minimize
duplication of effort and strengthen these existing practices. Accordingly, CCMPO has
developed a planning process that will draw heavily from the LRTP process, examine public
transit and human services transportation coordination as a critical subset of all transportation
planning activities within Centre County, then feed back into the LRTP process at its next
major update, expected in 2010.

Based on the likely modest amount of any grant awards, as well as the anticipated strong
competition for program funds across the Commonwealth, PennDOT advised CCMPO staff
that JARC, New Freedom, and Section 5310 funds could be applied to capital projects, or
could be applied to operating projects for a maximum of three years; this will allow other
candidate projects to advance. Therefore, long-term sustainability of projects is an important
issue that must be dealt with both at the lead agency level, and by members of the
stakeholder committee.

With respect to the Section 5310 program, PennDOT will receive and review completed
program applications (expected to come from both CATA and the CCOT), ensure that these
applications are derived from the Coordinated Plan, and award program funds as
appropriate.

For the JARC and New Freedom programs, PennDOT directs CCMPO staff to solicit program
applications from eligible transportation providers (again, to include both CATA and the
CCOT), ensure the accuracy and completeness of each application, rank applications in
priority order, and forward this information to PennDOT; included in this submission will be
documentation of the process used to solicit, review, and rank applications. Because the
2007 Interim Coordinated Plan includes project rankings expressed by the Human Service
Transportation Stakeholder Committee, and endorsed by the CCMPO Technical and
Coordinating Committees through this and other planning processes, CCMPO staff will defer
to these rankings.
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Plan Objectives

Based on CCMPO staffés wunderstanding of the

for the JARC, New Freedom, and Section 5310 programs, as well as additional guidance
received from PennDOT and the CCMPO Technical and Coordinating Committees,

CCMPOG6s Coordinated Planning process is desi

A Enhance public awareness of the role of the CCMPO in transportation planning and
programming;

A Present the goals, target populations, anticipated funding levels, and eligible activities
of the JARC, New Freedom, and Section 5310 programs so as to ensure the
consistency of all projects considered and put forward for funding;

A Adhere to all federal and state requirements;

A Conform to the generally-accepted planning practices of the CCMPO;

A Ensure that the public, stakeholder committee members, and CCMPO Technical and
Coordinating Committee members have the information needed for sound analysis
and decision making through the following:

0 Use reliable and verifiable data sources to establish a basic demographic and
socioeconomic profile of Centre County relative to the target populations

0 Use data sources of comparable reliability to establish a profile of travel
demand for Centre County

0 Present existing knowledge and data relative to unmet transportation needs and
critical gaps in the transportation network

A Establish a comprehensive inventory of transportation services available within Centre
County;

A Allow ample opportunity for the general public to comment on the information
contained herein;

A Convene a Human Services Transportation Stakeholder Committee that is:

o Knowledgeable in the needs of their clientele
0 Representative of the target populations
o Geographically diverse

A Allow the CCMPO staff to act as an independent facilitator of stakeholder discussion
and public comment;

A Build lasting and productive relationships between the CCMPO, local transportation
providers, and human service agencies; and

A Accurately synthesize the results of the stakeholder committee meetings and public

comment period, and make recommendations accordingly.
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Centre County Socioeconomic 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
JARC, New Freedom, and Section 5310 programs 1 particularly low-income persons,
persons with disabilities, and senior citizens 7 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, socioeconomic data from the 2000 US Census and the Chamber of
Business and Industry of Centre County (CBICC) is presented relative to the following
categories:

Population and Density

Vehicle Availability

Income and Poverty

Labor Force and Unemployment

Public Assistance and SSI Income

Educational Attainment

Distribution of Jobs

Distribution of Age 65 and Older Population and Social Security Income
Distribution of Disabled Population

Housing

I I D I D D > D

Population and Density

Centre County is a very 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 size of each
tract can vary widely. Accordingly, Centre County i with both its vast rural lands and a
significant urban center i includes both areas of very high and very low population density.

A table and map of Centre County population, land area, and population density i by census
tract i is presented on the following pages. Of the census tracts with a higher-than-average
population density, most are located in the immediate areas surrounding State College and
Bellefonte Boroughs; however, significant population density also exists in Philipsburg
Borough as well. By contrast, areas that are very sparsely populated include Burnside, Snow
Shoe, and Rush Townships, Snow Shoe Borough, the eastern portions of the Lower Bald
Eagle and Penns Valleys, and the Upper Bald Eagle Valley.

High population density implies a high potential for efficient, effective, and successful transit
operations. Conversely, serving sparsely populated areas with transit presents more of a
challenge. Accordingly, many of the most densely populated areas within Centre County fall
directly within the core CATA Centre Line service area. In fact, Philipsburg represents the
only area with a population density well above the countywide average that is not currently
served by fixed public transit routes.
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Centre County Population Density by Census Tract

Tracts Listed in Descending Order by Number of Residents per Square Mile

Population

Land Density

Census Area (Persons
Tract Total (Square | per Square

Number Census Tract Description Population| Miles) Mile)

125 State College Downtown 3,548 0.13] 27,292.31
121 University Park East 6,378 0.36] 17,716.67
126 State College Highlands South 3,240 0.21] 15,428.57
120 State College Highlands North - Vallamont 6,090 0.54| 11,277.78
122 University Park West 5,412 0.57 9,494.74
124 State College Urban Village - Holmes Foster 4,287 0.48 8,931.25
128 State College Southwest - Greentree 4,927 0.68 7,245.59
111 Bellefonte 6,395 1.82 3,513.74
123 State College - College Heights 1,822 0.54 3,374.07
103 Philipsburg - South Philipsburg 3,494 1.08 3,235.19
127 State College South - Penfield - Tusseyview 2,716 1.04 2,611.54
115 Ferguson North 8,914 4.39 2,030.52
114 Patton East 5,314 9.54 557.02
116 College North 3,694 7.24 510.22
117 College South 4,795 11.07 433.15
113 Patton West 6,106 15.28 399.61
110 Spring 6,117 25.85 236.63
112 Benner 5,217 28.51 182.99
118 Harris 4,657 31.93 145.85
119.02 |Ferguson South 5,149 43.68 117.88
119.01 |Halfmoon 2,357 22.64 104.11
106 Boggs - Milesburg 4,021 55.65 72.26
107 Marion - Walker 4,277 62.46 68.48
109 Centre Hall - Gregg - Potter 6,537 104.21 62.73
101 Curtin - Howard - Liberty 4,004 84.74 47.25
105 Huston - Port Matilda - Taylor - Union - Worth 5,038 125.36 40.19
108 Haines - Miles - Millheim - Penn 4,845 150.00 32.30
104 Rush 3,466 148.65 23.32
102 Burnside - Snow Shoe 2,941] 168.89 17.41
TOTALS 135,758 1,107.54 122.58

= Tracts with population density greater than countywide average

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 1 - 100% data
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Centre County Population Density
by Census Tract (2000 Census)
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Vehtle Availability

Households with No Available Vehicles

Centre County also features a wide disparity in terms of vehicle availability. Countywide,
almost 9% of households do not have a vehicle available for use.

A table and map of Centre County households with no available vehicles i by census tract i
is presented on the following pages. 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 and Bellefonte Boroughs, as well as the eastern portion of Penns Valley. By
contrast, households in Halfmoon, Benner, and Harris Townships, as well as portions of
College and Ferguson Townships, seem more likely to have at least one vehicle at their
disposal.

Though a lack of vehicle ownership may seem to 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.
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Centre County Occupied Housing Units with No Available Vehicles

by Census Tract

Tracts Listed in Descending Order by Percentage of Occupied Housing Units With

No Available Vehicles

Number of Occupied
Occupied Housing Units
Housing Without an

Units Available Vehicle

Census Without an | - Percentage of

Tract Available Total Occupied

Number Census Tract Description Vehicle Housing Units
122 University Park West 41 67.21%
125 State College Downtown 684 43.26%
121 University Park East 121 27.01%
120 State College Highlands North - Vallamont 485 21.21%
124 State College Urban Village - Holmes Foster 361 18.67%
103 Philipsburg - South Philipsburg 260 16.77%
126 State College Highlands South 227 16.30%
108 Haines - Miles - Millheim - Penn 202 11.71%
111 Bellefonte 324 11.59%
128 State College Southwest - Greentree 238 10.34%
127 State College South - Penfield - Tusseyview 106 8.61%
117 College South 157 7.75%
102 Burnside - Snow Shoe 75 6.67%
107 Marion - Walker 92 6.02%
115 Ferguson North 212 5.90%
123 State College - College Heights 40 5.08%
109 Centre Hall - Gregg - Potter 123 4.84%
113 Patton West 122 4.40%
104 Rush 58 4.27%
106 Boggs - Milesburg 61 4.01%
105 Huston - Port Matilda - Taylor - Union - Worth 76 3.94%
101 Curtin - Howard - Liberty 59 3.80%
110 Spring 82 3.34%
114 Patton East 67 3.32%
119.02 Ferguson South 55 2.87%
116 College North 25 2.40%
118 Harris 32 1.83%
112 Benner 23 1.74%
119.01 Halfmoon 8 1.04%
TOTALS 4,416 8.95%

= Tracts with percentage of households not having
a vehicle greater than countywide average

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 - sample data
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Centre County Vehicle Availability

by Census Tract - No Vehicles
(2000 Census)
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Households with 2 or More Available Vehicles

In contrast to the information presented in the preceding section, just over 55% of Centre
County households have access to multiple (2 or more) vehicles.

A table and map of Centre County households with 2 or more available vehicles i by census
tract 1 is presented on the following pages. Consistent with the information from the
preceding section, lower-than-average instances of multiple available vehicles generally fall
close to State College Borough and the Penn State Campus, with Philipsburg and Bellefonte
Boroughs also having a rate of households with multiple available vehicles lower than the
countywide average. By contrast, households in Halfmoon, Benner, Marion, and Walker
Townships, as well as portions of Ferguson Township and the Upper Bald Eagle Valley,
seem more likely to have multiple vehicles at their disposal.

Though ownership of multiple vehicles implies a certain level of economic prosperity, looking
at this indicator can also help to identify households with multiple wage earners and/or
students who need these vehicles to access opportunities. In these instances, it may be
possible to use public transit services to relieve some of the costs of vehicle ownership and
commuting.
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Centre County Occupied Housing Units with 2 or More Available

Vehicles by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Ascending Order by Percentage of Occupied Housing Units With
2 or More Available Vehicles

Number of | Occupied Housing
Occupied Units With 2 or
Housing More Available
Units With 2 Vehicles -

Census or More Percentage of Total
Tract Available | Occupied Housing

Number Census Tract Description Vehicles Units
122 University Park West 10 16.39%
125 State College Downtown 338 21.38%
121 University Park East 114 25.45%
124 State College Urban Village - Holmes Foster 587 30.35%
128 State College Southwest - Greentree 813 35.33%
120 State College Highlands North - Vallamont 829 36.25%
127 State College South - Penfield - Tusseyview 464 37.69%
126 State College Highlands South 546 39.20%
111 Bellefonte 1,177 42.10%
103 Philipsburg - South Philipsburg 726 46.84%
115 Ferguson North 1,827 50.86%
113 Patton West 1,429 51.50%
123 State College - College Heights 470 59.64%
102 Burnside - Snow Shoe 697 62.01%
108 Haines - Miles - Millheim - Penn 1,084 62.84%
117 College South 1,279 63.13%
114 Patton East 1,276 63.29%
104 Rush 873 64.24%
110 Spring 1,602 65.23%
116 College North 688 65.96%
106 Boggs - Milesburg 1,004 65.97%
118 Harris 1,207 68.89%
109 Centre Hall - Gregg - Potter 1,770 69.60%
101 Curtin - Howard - Liberty 1,091 70.30%
112 Benner 931 70.32%
105 Huston - Port Matilda - Taylor - Union - Worth 1,370 71.02%
119.02 |Ferguson South 1,388 72.33%
107 Marion - Walker 1,109 72.63%
119.01 JHalfmoon 662 86.09%
TOTALS 27,361 55.47%

= Tracts with percentage of households having 2 or more
vehicles less than countywide average

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 - sample data
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Centre County Vehicle Availability
by Census Tract - 2+ Vehicles
(2000 Census)
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Income and Poverty

Median Family Income

Throughout Centre County, median family income stands at about $50,500. It is, however,
important to note that this median is skewed downward somewhat by the large, generally
low-earning student population in and around the Centre Region. Median family income is
presented here i as opposed to median per-capita income i in an attempt to minimize this
effect. Nevertheless, a significant disparity is present within the County in terms of income.

A table and map of Centre County median family income 1 by census tract T is presented on
the following pages. Excluding the student population, for which a high level of transit service
is already provided, significant proportions of lower-income families are present in Burnside,
Snow Shoe, and Rush Townships, Philipsburg and Snow Shoe Boroughs, and the eastern
portions of the Lower Bald Eagle and Penns Valleys.

Households with a lower median family income represent an important target population of
public transit and human services transportation. Such households generally tend to be more
transit-dependent than average, and a well-developed transportation network can help these
populations access essential employment, educational, medical, and shopping opportunities.
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Centre County Median Family Income by Census Tract

Tracts Listed in Ascending Order by Median Family Income

Census Tract Median Family
Number Census Tract Description Income
122 University Park West No Data
125 State College Downtown $ 12,059
121 University Park East $ 17,131
126 State College Highlands South $ 31,676
103 Philipsburg - South Philipsburg $ 36,921
128 State College Southwest - Greentree $ 38,466
101 Curtin - Howard - Liberty $ 39,681
104 Rush $ 39,826
108 Haines - Miles - Millheim - Penn $ 39,846
102 Burnside - Snow Shoe $ 40,652
111 Bellefonte $ 42,378
106 Boggs - Milesburg $ 42,973
105 Huston - Port Matilda - Taylor - Union - Worth $ 43,814
110 Spring $ 46,632
112 Benner $ 47,800
109 Centre Hall - Gregg - Potter $ 48,397
113 Patton West $ 50,543
107 Marion - Walker $ 52,551
115 Ferguson North $ 59,570
116 College North $ 61,008
120 State College Highlands North - Vallamont $ 61,310
118 Harris $ 62,222
124 State College Urban Village - Holmes Foster $ 66,042
119.02 Ferguson South $ 66,613
119.01 Halfmoon $ 67,222
117 College South $ 67,275
114 Patton East $ 68,464
127 State College South - Penfield - Tusseyview $ 70,563
123 State College - College Heights $ 87,442
TOTALS $ 50,557

= Tracts with median family income less than countywide average

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 - sample data
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Centre County Median Family Income
by Census Tract
(2000 Census)
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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. Almost 17% of the Centre County
population have 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 and map of Centre County poverty rates 1 by census tract i is presented on the
following pages. Excluding the student population, for which a high level of transit service is
already provided, significant poverty rates exist in Boggs Township, Philipsburg, Bellefonte,
and Milesburg Boroughs, the eastern portions of Penns Valleys, and 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 with low-income populations, persons in poverty represent an important target population
of public transit and human services transportation. Such persons generally tend to be more
transit-dependent 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.
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Centre County Population in Poverty by Census Tract
Tracts Listed in Descending Order by Percentage of Population in Poverty

Residents

Below
Number of |Poverty Level
Residents |- Percentage

Census Tract Below of Total

Number Census Tract Description Poverty Levell Population

125 State College Downtown 2,715 76.52%
120 State College Highlands North - Vallamont 3,862 63.42%
126 State College Highlands South 1,854 57.22%
124 State College Urban Village - Holmes Foster 2,192 51.13%
113 Patton West 1,775 29.07%
128 State College Southwest - Greentree 1,232 25.01%
115 Ferguson North 1,710 19.18%
108 Haines - Miles - Millheim - Penn 675 13.93%
103 Philipsburg - South Philipsburg 474 13.57%
111 Bellefonte 824 12.89%
105 Huston - Port Matilda - Taylor - Union - Worth 605 12.01%
123 State College - College Heights 207 11.36%
127 State College South - Penfield - Tusseyview 301 11.08%
121 University Park East 550 8.62%
106 Boggs - Milesburg 343 8.53%
102 Burnside - Snow Shoe 249 8.47%
110 Spring 480 7.85%
101 Curtin - Howard - Liberty 275 6.87%
117 College South 328 6.84%
104 Rush 229 6.61%
109 Centre Hall - Gregg - Potter 405 6.20%
118 Harris 287 6.16%
107 Marion - Walker 241 5.63%
114 Patton East 283 5.33%
119.02 Ferguson South 245 4.76%
116 College North 159 4.30%
119.01 Halfmoon 90 3.82%
122 University Park West 83 1.53%
112 Benner 69 1.32%
TOTALS 22,742 16.75%

= Tracts with poverty rate greater than countywide average

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 - sample data
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Labor Force andrigmployment

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, just over half of the persons in Centre County age 16 and older are
considered part of the labor force, with this rate skewed downward by the student population.

A table and map of the Centre County labor force i by census tract i is presented on the
following pages. Excluding the student population, for which a high level of transit service is
already provided, there is relatively low participation in the labor force in Benner, Rush,
Burnside, and Snow Shoe Townships, Philipsburg and Snow Shoe Boroughs, and the
eastern portion of Penns Valley.

Those individuals not in the labor force may be permanently disabled, or experiencing an
extended period of unemployment where 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.
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